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From: Lum, Darryl C
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison; Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov;


 kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
Date: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:38:16 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Janet and Elizabeth,
 
We would like to request a conference call with you regarding the regional monitoring plan.  We
 want to make sure we are all on the same page.  Also, the Navy called us today regarding their site-
specific criteria petition for Pearl Harbor.  We would like to discuss this also. 
 
Please see below for possible conference call dates.  Please let me know what date or time is good
 for both of you.
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.


 
If none of these dates/times work, I will coordinate on our side and find more possible dates.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet [mailto:Hashimoto.Janet@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Roser, Sara
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  Finally had a chance to focus on this.  Had to get out a few TMDL and 303(d) list
 approvals.  Been busy because it’s getting close to the end of our FY, so things are coming in.
 
The older language in cyan sounds like the one we developed several years ago, back in my 301(h)
 days.  It was intended to capture the spirit of regional monitoring, before we had the specifics
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 worked out.  I think it’s generic, but could continue to work.  However, I can see having more
 specifics might be good. 
 
In your revisions in yellow, you are trying to get more prescriptive in asking for a lot of specifics from
 the discharger.  One problem with this is that if this is intended to be in each separate NPDES
 permit, you are asking each one to come up with different monitoring programs.  The idea behind
 regional monitoring is that each permittee is a participant in the overall monitoring design and
 program that works for everyone and is designed for a waterbody.  I’m not sure that you want
 different information for a-g from each permittee.  One overall  plan for each unique waterbody (or
 population of interest) should be developed by the expected permittees/participants to regional
 monitoring.
 
Did you have your discussion with CCH yet?  If you did and they seemed to be interested and willing,
 then maybe we should just try to work with them to come up with a suggested regional plan and
 design.  EPA is willing to assist, and we could use the national coastal monitoring survey (and
 Hawaii’s probabilistic survey) as the basis for the re-design.  We want to design something where
 we can fit the multiple purposes of our other monitoring programs in a cooperative partnership to
 serve all of our monitoring needs.  We may want to lower our regulatory hammer for this effort. 
 Would be interested in hearing CCH’s thoughts if you had discussion with them.  Let me know.
 
We can discuss further.  Also, since CCH is a member of NACWA, we may be able to foster
 cooperation by having other southern CA NACWA members that have been doing regional
 monitoring talk with CCH.  Perhaps hearing successes from other POTWs would help get this going
 again in Hawaii.  
 
Janet
 
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet,
 
Below is a rough draft of the proposed regional monitoring language for the Sand
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 Island WWTP permit.  We were thinking of changing the regional monitoring so that
 the data collection can be used for future integrated report data, listing/delisting,
 future 11-54 revisions, permit assimilative capacity assessments, identification of
 pollutant sources, etc.  Our thinking was that if this works in Mamala Bay, we can
 require this in all major NPDES permits for all waterbodies.
 
Please let me know if you think this is ok or if we should stick with the existing
 language.   (Existing regional monitoring language is below in cyan highlight.)    
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
 
Proposed Language for Sand Island WWTP In Special Conditions Section
 (Language Needs to be Modified for CCH MS4 Permit)
 
Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving
 water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may
 be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
 Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring
 partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled
 scientific resources of the region.  During these coordinated sampling efforts, the
 Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to
 provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated
 modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more
 comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring
 results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The
 Permittee is required to:


a.    Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
b.    Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water


 quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being
 attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.


c.    Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision,
 and accuracy.


d.    Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision unit(s)
 shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State
 water. 


e.    State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the
 decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are
 required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water.


f.     Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being
 measured.


g.    Develop the plan for obtaining data. 
h.    Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will


 participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the







 receiving waters shall be asked to participate. 
i.      Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional


 monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging
 into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government
 agencies and private entities. 


j.      Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the
 receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final
 plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation.  If an
 acceptable plan is not submitted within 2 years from the issuance date of this
 permit, DOH will provide the plan that the Permittee must implement.  DOH
 will provide this plan to the Permittee within 2.5 years from the issuance date
 of this permit.


k.    Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities
 plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional
 monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year
 to account for seasonal variation. 


l.      Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of
 the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from
 the issuance date of this permit.
 


All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.
 
 
 
Previous Regional Monitoring Language in Current Sand Island and Fort Kam
 Permits
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities
 conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional
 monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the
 region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by
 the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, Department, City and County
 of Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and
 private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its
 implementation.  
 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical
 effort as required under Part C.2 and Part C.3 of this permit, may be reallocated or
 modified to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala
 Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay.
 Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of
 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources.
 If predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent
 monitoring  variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the
 Permittee’s monitoring effort. Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified
 if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the







 impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will
 improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay. Accordingly,
 minor changes may be made without further public notice.
 
 








From: Hashimoto, Janet
To: Lum, Darryl C; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison; Tubal, Randee; Poentis, Kris T;


 Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
Date: Friday, September 05, 2014 3:51:15 PM
Attachments: image001.png


I can schedule a room for EPA.  As soon as I get a room, I’ll let you know the phone number.  Janet
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 3:45 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison; Tubal, Randee;
 Poentis, Kris T; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Thanks Elizabeth and Janet!
 
Let’s have the call on 9/11/14 (Thursday) 11:30 am CA time (8:30 am HI time).  We have the CWB
 conference room reserved (phone number 808-586-4087).  Do you want to call us or is there a
 telephone number we should call you at?
 
P.S.  Unfortunately Watson has a time conflict.  We’ll update him after the call.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
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Sent: Friday, September 5, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Okubo, Watson T; Nunnally, Allison; Tubal, Randee; Poentis, Kris T; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Within these times and Janet’s availability, I’m only available on Thursday 9/11/14 from 11:30-1 or
 after 2pm CA time.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:05 PM
To: Lum, Darryl C; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  My availability noted below.  Lenora Mau of Navy called me also.  I told her to contact
 CWB (you or Alec) on status of WER provision in your regs.  When she contacted me several months
 ago, I said that I would send their package to HQ for review.  Well, it went to Charlie Delos, but he
 has now retired.  I may have to resurrect my old email and have someone else review.  Also, it’s not
 straight forward because all our WER guidance is for freshwater.  I don’t know what adjustments
 need to be made for saltwater (therefore, my forwarding to HQ for review).  We can discuss more
 when you set up the call.  Janet
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 1-2:30 CA time
 = 10-11:30 HI time.


-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 11:30-1 or after 2
 CA time = 8:30-10 or after 11 HI time.


-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
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75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:31 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet and Elizabeth,
 
We would like to request a conference call with you regarding the regional monitoring plan.  We
 want to make sure we are all on the same page.  Also, the Navy called us today regarding their site-
specific criteria petition for Pearl Harbor.  We would like to discuss this also. 
 
Please see below for possible conference call dates.  Please let me know what date or time is good
 for both of you.
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.


 
If none of these dates/times work, I will coordinate on our side and find more possible dates.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet [mailto:Hashimoto.Janet@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Roser, Sara
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  Finally had a chance to focus on this.  Had to get out a few TMDL and 303(d) list
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 approvals.  Been busy because it’s getting close to the end of our FY, so things are coming in.
 
The older language in cyan sounds like the one we developed several years ago, back in my 301(h)
 days.  It was intended to capture the spirit of regional monitoring, before we had the specifics
 worked out.  I think it’s generic, but could continue to work.  However, I can see having more
 specifics might be good. 
 
In your revisions in yellow, you are trying to get more prescriptive in asking for a lot of specifics from
 the discharger.  One problem with this is that if this is intended to be in each separate NPDES
 permit, you are asking each one to come up with different monitoring programs.  The idea behind
 regional monitoring is that each permittee is a participant in the overall monitoring design and
 program that works for everyone and is designed for a waterbody.  I’m not sure that you want
 different information for a-g from each permittee.  One overall  plan for each unique waterbody (or
 population of interest) should be developed by the expected permittees/participants to regional
 monitoring.
 
Did you have your discussion with CCH yet?  If you did and they seemed to be interested and willing,
 then maybe we should just try to work with them to come up with a suggested regional plan and
 design.  EPA is willing to assist, and we could use the national coastal monitoring survey (and
 Hawaii’s probabilistic survey) as the basis for the re-design.  We want to design something where
 we can fit the multiple purposes of our other monitoring programs in a cooperative partnership to
 serve all of our monitoring needs.  We may want to lower our regulatory hammer for this effort. 
 Would be interested in hearing CCH’s thoughts if you had discussion with them.  Let me know.
 
We can discuss further.  Also, since CCH is a member of NACWA, we may be able to foster
 cooperation by having other southern CA NACWA members that have been doing regional
 monitoring talk with CCH.  Perhaps hearing successes from other POTWs would help get this going
 again in Hawaii.  
 
Janet
 
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
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Hi Janet,
 
Below is a rough draft of the proposed regional monitoring language for the Sand
 Island WWTP permit.  We were thinking of changing the regional monitoring so that
 the data collection can be used for future integrated report data, listing/delisting,
 future 11-54 revisions, permit assimilative capacity assessments, identification of
 pollutant sources, etc.  Our thinking was that if this works in Mamala Bay, we can
 require this in all major NPDES permits for all waterbodies.
 
Please let me know if you think this is ok or if we should stick with the existing
 language.   (Existing regional monitoring language is below in cyan highlight.)    
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
 
Proposed Language for Sand Island WWTP In Special Conditions Section
 (Language Needs to be Modified for CCH MS4 Permit)
 
Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving
 water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may
 be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
 Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring
 partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled
 scientific resources of the region.  During these coordinated sampling efforts, the
 Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to
 provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated
 modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more
 comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring
 results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The
 Permittee is required to:


a.    Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
b.    Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water


 quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being
 attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.


c.    Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision,
 and accuracy.


d.    Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision unit(s)
 shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State
 water. 


e.    State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the
 decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are
 required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water.


     







f. Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being
 measured.


g.    Develop the plan for obtaining data. 
h.    Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will


 participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the
 receiving waters shall be asked to participate. 


i.      Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional
 monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging
 into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government
 agencies and private entities. 


j.      Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the
 receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final
 plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation.  If an
 acceptable plan is not submitted within 2 years from the issuance date of this
 permit, DOH will provide the plan that the Permittee must implement.  DOH
 will provide this plan to the Permittee within 2.5 years from the issuance date
 of this permit.


k.    Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities
 plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional
 monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year
 to account for seasonal variation. 


l.      Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of
 the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from
 the issuance date of this permit.
 


All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.
 
 
 
Previous Regional Monitoring Language in Current Sand Island and Fort Kam
 Permits
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities
 conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional
 monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the
 region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by
 the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, Department, City and County
 of Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and
 private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its
 implementation.  
 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical
 effort as required under Part C.2 and Part C.3 of this permit, may be reallocated or
 modified to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala
 Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay.
 Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of







 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources.
 If predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent
 monitoring  variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the
 Permittee’s monitoring effort. Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified
 if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the
 impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will
 improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay. Accordingly,
 minor changes may be made without further public notice.
 
 








From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Revised Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:09:31 AM


Thanks Elizabeth!  I will make the corrections and start the public notice procedures.
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2014 6:11 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Revised Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,


1.       Regarding my first comment, please make the following language changes on page 5:
 


a.     The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation for
 enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the following
 interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall
 Serial No. 001. The interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for
 enterococcus shall be effective from the effective date of this permit until
 December 31, 2038 June 30, 2024.


 
2.       The permit is missing the EPA Pretreatment Coordinator reporting address for the annual


 report. Please include.
 


3.       I also want to bring to your attention the fact that the monthly geomean and daily


 maximum interim limits for enterococcus in the Honouliuli permit were based on the 95th


 and 99th percentiles, respectively, so it may be more consistent to calculate the monthly


 geomean interim limit in this permit based on the 95th percentile.
 


Thanks,
Elizabeth
 
 
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 6:20 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
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Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: REvised Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Attached are the revised permit and fact sheet, and our response to your comments.  Please let us
 know if its ok and we will send it out for public notice.  Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Revised Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:11:00 AM


Hi Kris,
1.       Regarding my first comment, please make the following language changes on page 5:


 
a.    The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation for


 enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the following
 interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall
 Serial No. 001. The interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for
 enterococcus shall be effective from the effective date of this permit until
 December 31, 2038 June 30, 2024.


 
2.       The permit is missing the EPA Pretreatment Coordinator reporting address for the annual


 report. Please include.
 


3.       I also want to bring to your attention the fact that the monthly geomean and daily


 maximum interim limits for enterococcus in the Honouliuli permit were based on the 95th


 and 99th percentiles, respectively, so it may be more consistent to calculate the monthly


 geomean interim limit in this permit based on the 95th percentile.
 


Thanks,
Elizabeth
 
 
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 6:20 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: REvised Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Attached are the revised permit and fact sheet, and our response to your comments.  Please let us
 know if its ok and we will send it out for public notice.  Thanks!
Kris
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From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Revised Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 12:09:19 PM


Hi Elizabeth,
 
I made the changes for #1 and #2, but kept the entero monthly geomean limit the same because for
 the Honouliuli permit, the maximum and second highest concentrations were considered to be too
 high and thus the percentiles were used.  It seems that the same methodology was followed, except
 that for the Sand Island, the second highest concentration seemed to be reasonable and thus was
 used as a limit.  Thanks for your quick comments!
 
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 7, 2014 6:11 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Revised Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,


1.       Regarding my first comment, please make the following language changes on page 5:
 


a.     The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation for
 enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the following
 interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall
 Serial No. 001. The interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for
 enterococcus shall be effective from the effective date of this permit until
 December 31, 2038 June 30, 2024.


 
2.       The permit is missing the EPA Pretreatment Coordinator reporting address for the annual


 report. Please include.
 


3.       I also want to bring to your attention the fact that the monthly geomean and daily


 maximum interim limits for enterococcus in the Honouliuli permit were based on the 95th


 and 99th percentiles, respectively, so it may be more consistent to calculate the monthly


 geomean interim limit in this permit based on the 95th percentile.
 


Thanks,
Elizabeth
 
 
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
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U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 6:20 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: REvised Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Attached are the revised permit and fact sheet, and our response to your comments.  Please let us
 know if its ok and we will send it out for public notice.  Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP - Dieldrin
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 9:28:00 AM


Hi Kris,
On enteroccocus, the compliance schedule justification should clearly describe how the length of the
 compliance schedule requires compliance as soon as possible. Per our discussion, I recommend the
 following changes to this paragraph:
 
“The planning and construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final monthly
 geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 2010 Consent Decree, however, since
 disinfection facilities are already currently in place at the facility, the amount of time required to
 upgrade the disinfection facilities should be much less than what is required under the Consent
 Decree the permittee may only need to optimize or expand the capacity of these facilities in order
 to comply with the final monthly geometric mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final
 effluent limitation is required by June 30, 2024.”
 
The fact sheet should also explain how you determined the milestones, and how these comply with
 40 CFR 122.47. We discussed over the phone how the consent decree allows extensions beyond a
 certain milestone that should not be necessary for this compliance schedule…I recommend detailing
 what we discussed under the paragraph that starts, “HAR Section 11-55-21(b)…”
 
On dieldrin, I would be careful about making that statement. Are you sure the source of the problem
 would be addressed by the collection system upgrades?
 
-Elizabeth
 
 
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:53 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP - Dieldrin
 
Hi Elizabeth,
For dieldrin, I know we’ve been talking about including a compliance schedule that would be shorter
 than the consent decree.  But I have in my notes from the teleconference to add something like this
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 to the to the fact sheet after the part that it says that they may not be able to meet limits. “
 However, collection system upgrades required by the consent decree will help the Permittee meet
 the requirements.”   
 
Also, for the justification for the enterococcus compliance schedule, I removed references to cost. 
 Would this be ok?
 


Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the highest monthly
 geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the month of October 2006. 
 However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not come on-line until November 2006, at
 which point the highest monthly geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not
 appear the Permittee can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent
 limitation for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit establishes
 a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the final monthly geometric mean
 effluent limitation for enterococcus by June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent
 limitation for enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the
 previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent limitation may not
 be considered.
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not limited at the
 proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge is not expected to
 immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final compliance will ultimately require
 the implementation of an unidentified treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the
 preliminary preferred alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting,
 construction, and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this
 permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary.
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which requires the Permittee
 to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment standards for BOD5 and TSS by
 December 31, 2035.  The planning and construction of the facility upgrades necessary to
 comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the
 2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already currently in place at
 the facility, the amount of time required to upgrade the disinfection facilities should be
 much less than what is required under the Consent Decree.  Thus full compliance with the
 final effluent limitations is required by June 30, 2024.
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance longer than one
 year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall specify interim requirements
 and the dates for their achievement and in no event shall more than one year elapse
 between interim dates.  If the time necessary for completion of interim requirement (such
 as the construction of a treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into
 stages for completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of reports
 of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.”
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current treatment
 capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been established until the







 final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim effluent limitation has been
 developed based on observed effluent data over the recent permit-term.  The highest
 observed monthly geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was
 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  However, this observed concentration is approximately seven
 standard deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed
 geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection system in
 November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not appear representative of
 current treatment capabilities.  The second highest geometric mean between October 2006
 through December 2013 was 16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations
 of the observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 16,431
 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current facility treatment
 capabilities.
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot immediately
 comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus,
 anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with the final effluent limitations may not be
 implemented prior to the effective date of the permit, a compliance schedule that
 represents the minimum time period for compliance has been established, and an interim
 effluent limitation has been established that require the Permittee to maintain current
 treatment capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with HAR,
 Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47. 
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean effluent
 limitations were not established in the previous permit for enterococcus, thus these
 limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit.


 
Thanks!
Kris








From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 1:20:00 PM


Hi Kris,
How about 8am HST on Monday? Just call my office line.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 11:39 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Can we talk on Monday before between 7:15 am and 10 am Hawaii time?  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
I’m available today between 10:30-12 HST and then on Monday. Let me know what works best for
 you and Darryl.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
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From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:20 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
I’m available today, but Darryl is at a conference.  I’m also available tomorrow, but not sure what
 Darryl’s schedule is like.   I’ll let you know tomorrow.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
Can we chat about the RTC sometime today or tomorrow? Let me know when you’re available.
 Thanks.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the final Sand Island permit, fact sheet and response to comments. 
 Thanks!
Kris
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From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 11:39:37 AM


Hi Elizabeth,
Can we talk on Monday before between 7:15 am and 10 am Hawaii time?  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
I’m available today between 10:30-12 HST and then on Monday. Let me know what works best for
 you and Darryl.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:20 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
I’m available today, but Darryl is at a conference.  I’m also available tomorrow, but not sure what
 Darryl’s schedule is like.   I’ll let you know tomorrow.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
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Can we chat about the RTC sometime today or tomorrow? Let me know when you’re available.
 Thanks.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the final Sand Island permit, fact sheet and response to comments. 
 Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 10:18:00 AM


Hi Kris,
I’m available today between 10:30-12 HST and then on Monday. Let me know what works best for
 you and Darryl.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:20 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
I’m available today, but Darryl is at a conference.  I’m also available tomorrow, but not sure what
 Darryl’s schedule is like.   I’ll let you know tomorrow.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
Can we chat about the RTC sometime today or tomorrow? Let me know when you’re available.
 Thanks.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
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(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the final Sand Island permit, fact sheet and response to comments. 
 Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
Date: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 10:18:00 AM


Hi Kris,
Can we chat about the RTC sometime today or tomorrow? Let me know when you’re available.
 Thanks.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the final Sand Island permit, fact sheet and response to comments. 
 Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Darryl C Lum
Cc: Kris T Poentis
Subject: Added section to Sand Island permit?
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 3:27:00 PM
Attachments: 20140813.Public Notice Transmittal - HI 0020117-08019PKP.14.PDF


08019PKP.14a.doc
08019PKP.14b.pdf
08019PKP.14c.pdf


Hi Darryl,
I just noticed a whole new section in the Sand Island permit that was not included in the drafts I
 reviewed (pages 18-19). Where did this come from and why is it being included now?
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB
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PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE  
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM  



  
In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 



(33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and 
Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11-54 and 11-55, Department of Health 
(DOH), State of Hawaii, 



 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
(hereinafter PERMITTEE), 
 
is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named 
Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01”N 
and Longitude 157°54’24”W,  
 
from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 
 
in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that 
is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at:  
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/. 



 
All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to 



regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless 
otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable 
regulations in Title 40 of the CFR.  
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on 
____________2014. 
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will 
expire at midnight, ______________, 2014. 
         
Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014.  
 
  



____________________________  
(For) Director of Health  
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS  



 
1. During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting 



until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge 
treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited 
and monitored as specified below. 



 
Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Flow  2 2 2 MGD Continuous/ 
Estimate4 -- 



Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 
20 Deg. C) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 



Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 
   



MGD – Million Gallons per Day 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow. 
3 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results. 
4 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
 



Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



pH Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 s.u. 5/Week Grab 



Chronic Toxicity -- -- Pass3 Pass/Fail 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 



Chlordane 0.05 -- 0.38 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.037 -- 0.28 lbs/day 



Dieldrin 0.0074 -- 0.18 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0056 -- 0.14 lbs/day 



DDT4 0.0024 -- 0.094 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0018 -- 0.071 lbs/day 



Enterococci -- 3,6055 18,0006 CFU/100
mL 1/Day7 Grab8 



Total Oil and Grease -- -- 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab -- -- 9 lbs/day 



Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



-- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab10 -- 9 9 lbs/day 



Fats, Oils, and Grease -- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Calculate11 



-- 9 9 lbs/day 



Temperature -- 9 9 °C 1/Week Grab 
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Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Total Nitrogen 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Total Phosphorus 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 
(NO3+NO2) 



9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Ammonia Nitrogen 
9 9 47,894 µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite -- -- 35,949 lbs/day 
Turbidity 9 9 -- NTU 1/Month Grab 
Remaining Pollutants12 9 9 -- μg/l 2/Year 13 



N/A – Not Applicable 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
3 “Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit. 
4 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
5 Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit. 
6 Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using 



approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated 
using a daily geometric mean. 



7 Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample.  
8 Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane 



Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, 
December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99. 



9 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results. 
10 Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 



24 hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. 
Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical 
results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting. 



11 Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons. 
12 The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining 



pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above. Results 
shall be submitted with the discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred. 



13 The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples 
may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1. 



 
2. For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, 



monitoring shall be conducted on the same day.  
 



3. All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the 
calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters 
monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two (2) months 
(i.e., for discharge parameters monitored once per week).  
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4. Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, 



nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day 
that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted. 



 
5. Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this 



permit shall be taken at the following locations: 
 



a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be 
taken: 
 
i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer; 
ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and  
iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be 



obtained.  
 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples 
shall be taken: 
 
i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment 



processes; and  
ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples 



of the final effluent can be obtained. 
 



6. Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus 
 



a. The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation 
for enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the 
following monthly geometric mean interim effluent limitation for 
enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001.  The interim monthly geometric 
mean effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the 
effective date of this permit until June 30, 2024. 



 



Parameter 
Interim Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 



Monthly Geometric 
Mean Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 
Enterococcus 16,431 CFU/100 mL 1/Day Grab1 
1 Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample collected between 12 noon and 3:00 pm. 



Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Membrane Filter Test Method for 
Enterococci in Water (EPA 821-R-97-004, May 1997) or ASTM D6503-99.  



 
b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final 



monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
Section A.1 of this permit.  These tasks shall be completed as soon as 
reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified 
below. 
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Task Compliance Date 



1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to 
DOH. 



January 1, 2015 



2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives 
to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for 
implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with 
consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary 
treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree. 



 
The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all 
reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation 
for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on 
the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus 
specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2016 



3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice 
to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2019 



4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a 
notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and 
facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean 
effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this 
permit. 



January 1, 2022 



5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment 
processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final 
geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2024 



6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit. June 30, 2024 



7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of 
each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its 
compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance 
schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim 
compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable 
interim compliance task. The report shall further include status 
updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks 
and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving 
compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the 
final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 



Annually by January 1st 
and 14 days prior to 
each interim date. 



 
c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, 



the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance 
with the above compliance schedules.  If the Permittee did not comply with 
an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim 
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compliance task.  The report shall further include status updates regarding 
compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known 
potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim 
tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 
 



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance 
schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which 
the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage 
or take direct enforcement action.
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B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Monitoring Frequency 
 



The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 
24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures 
outlined below.  
 
For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee 
has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin 
sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall 
document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all 
attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period. 



 
2. Test Species and Methods 
 



The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using 
Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test 
Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, 
CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, 
RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD 
Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance 
procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods 
for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136,1995). 



 
3. Chronic WET Permit Limit 
 



All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the 
toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by 
the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using 
the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).  For any one chronic 
toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the 
null hypothesis (Ho): 



 
IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean 
response. 
 
For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used. 
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A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the 
DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported 
as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee 
shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. 
If a test result is reported as “Fail,” then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 
(Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit. 



 
4. Quality Assurance 
 



a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations 
and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual 
previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below. 



 
b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from 



a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC 
(for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of 
Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. 
The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent.  



 
c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described 



in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the 
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast 
Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995).  If the 
dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a 
second control using culture water shall also be used.  



 
d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with 



a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured 
in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference 
toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the 
same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.). 



 
e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be 



reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation 
of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance 
and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
(40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000). 



 
f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all 



test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee 
shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days. 



g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be 
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removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written 
approval by the Director. 



  
5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan 
 



Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall 
prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan 
shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured 
above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at 
minimum: 



 
a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would 



be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent 
variability, and treatment system efficiency. 



 
b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system 



efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used 
in operations at the facility. 



 
c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification 



Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside 
contractor). 



  
d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.  



 
6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process 
 



a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of 
toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall 
conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test 
method.  This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt 
of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit.  If the additional 
toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the 
Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency. 



 
b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity 



is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity 
tests using the same species and test method, approximately every 
two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period.  This testing shall begin within 
14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET 
permit limit.  If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic 
WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing 
frequency. 
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c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or 



B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 
14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate 
a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual 
Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction 
Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee 
shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall 
include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to 
investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the 
Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent 
the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions. 



 
d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes 



of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, 
EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: 
Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 
1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II 
Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and 
Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic 
Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation 
Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity 
(EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, 
the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of 
a TRE.  



 
e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the 



Director.  The TIE plan, at a minimum shall: 
 



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in 
developing TIE procedures. 
 



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data. 
 



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort. 
 



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program. 
 



(5) Establish a monitoring program. 
 



(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE 
effort. 
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(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE 



manipulations. 
 



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in 
evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such 
as pollutant scans for toxic effluent. 
 



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team 
conducting the TIE results interpretation. 
 



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive. 



The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director 
within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days 
of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE.  



 
7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results 
 



a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the 
toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test 
result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where: 



 
percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean 
response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100, 



 
and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for 
the IWC mean response and the Control mean response. 



 
b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing 



as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was 
conducted.  The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; 
the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all 
results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity 
test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations. 



 
c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days 



of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation.  This notification shall 
describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, 
and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by this 
permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no 
action has been taken. 
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8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity 
 



In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 
to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic 
toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; 
or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards 
applicable to chronic toxicity. 



 
 
. 
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C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA  
 



1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters 
 
a. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine 
recreational water: 



 
(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural 



public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed 
a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period 
between 25 and 30 calendar days.  No single sample shall exceed 
the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the 
site-specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level.  Marine recreational 
waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does 
not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test 
described above, shall not be lowered in quality. 



 
(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 



25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



 
(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 



treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public 
swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted 
where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to 
the enterococcus count. 



 
b. Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be 



measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this 
permit.  



 
2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters: 



 
a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for 



receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water 
Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012. 



 
b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that 



water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the 
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protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water. 



 
c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated: 
 



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which 
exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests 
listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director. 
 



(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on 
average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed 
in HAR 11-54(b)(3).  All State waters shall also be free from chronic 
toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or 
other methods specified by the Director. 



 
(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, 



on average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” 
standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average 
during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards 
for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3). 



 
(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, 



or other controllable sources of pollutants, include: 
 
i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom 



deposits; 
 



ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials; 
 



iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or 
detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to 
produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the 
receiving waters; 



 
iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, 



radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or 
in combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, 
plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any 
beneficial use of the water; 
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v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations 



which produce undesirable aquatic life; and 
 



vi. Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, 
such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; 
recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the 
cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 
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D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING 



LIMITATIONS 
 



1. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) 
 



The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZID: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Light Extinction Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 
Turbidity NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



  
Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall 
be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit. 



 
2. Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZOM: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Total Nitrogen µg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen µg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 
Total Phosphorus µg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 
Chlorophyll a µg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



pH s.u. 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 
8.1, except coastal locations where and when 



freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater 
discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 



7.0. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from 
ambient conditions. 
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Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 



Salinity ppt 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or 
seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and 



oceanographic factors. 
1 To be evaluated on an annual basis. 



 
Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in 
Part E of this Permit.  The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table 
above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall 
be evaluated based on a calendar year.



 
3. Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation 
 



The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire 
receiving water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any 
sources that may be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water 
Quality Standards.  Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the 
efforts of all monitoring partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design 
and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the region.  During these 
coordinated sampling efforts, the Permittee's receiving water sampling and 
analytical effort will be reallocated to provide a regional assessment of the 
impact of the discharge.  Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program 
will be coordinated so as to provide a more comprehensive picture of the 
ecological and statistical significance of monitoring results and to determine 
cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The Permittee is required to: 



 
a. Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water. 



 
b. Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the 



water quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water 
are being attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of 
attainment. 



 
c. Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels, 



instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, 
precision, and accuracy. 
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d. Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision 



unit(s) shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving 
State water.  



 
e. State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the 



decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are 
required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water. 



 
f. Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being 



measured. 
 



g. Develop the plan for obtaining data.   
 



h. Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will 
participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into 
the receiving waters shall be asked to participate.  



 
i. Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional 



monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are 
discharging into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating 
government agencies and private entities.   



 
j. Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the 



receiving waters within two (2) years from the issuance date of this permit.  
The final plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its 
implementation.  If an acceptable plan is not submitted within two (2) years 
from the issuance date of this permit, DOH will provide the plan that the 
Permittee must implement.  DOH will provide this plan to the Permittee 
within 2.5 years from the issuance date of this permit. 



 
k. Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring 



activities plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  
Regional monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at 
least one (1) year to account for seasonal variation.   



 
l. Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all 



of the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years 
from the issuance date of this permit. 



 
All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and 
EPA acceptance. 
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E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 



The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, 
and offshore stations, as described below.  



 
1. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with 
water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C 
of this permit.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



S1 Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 18’ 41.1”N 157° 53’ 21.4”W 
S2 Center of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 17’ 59.8”N 157° 53’ 02.7”W 
S5 East End of Ala Moana Beach Park 21° 17’ 14.8”N 157° 50’ 46.6”W 
S7 Kakaako Park  21° 17’ 34.8”N 157° 51’ 53.4”W 
S8 Fort DeRussy Beach Park 21° 16’ 40.6”N 157° 50’ 02.2”W 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring Frequency 
Enterococci CFU/100 mL Surface Grab 7/Month1 



Visual Observations -- Visual 7/Month1,2 



1 Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur 
between sampling events. 



2 Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of 
sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of 
sewage shall be noted on the log sheet. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in the monthly DMRs.  The DMRs submitted 
shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
2. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance 
with State water quality standards.  Sampling of nearshore stations shall be 
coordinated with shoreline sampling.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R1 Keehi Lagoon (North) 21° 18’ 36.9”N 157° 54’ 17.2”W 
R2 Keehi Lagoon (South) 21° 18’ 08.7”N 157° 54’ 16.8”W 
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Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R3 Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel) 21° 18’ 16.1”N 157° 53’ 42.8”W 
C1A Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 39.0”N 157° 55’ 28.0”W 
C2A East Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 21.7”N 157° 54’ 36.5”W 
C3A Outside Sand Island Park 21° 17’ 16.9”N 157° 53’ 34.9”W 
C4 Near Kakaako Park 21° 17’ 19.9”N 157° 52’ 03.3”W 



C5A Near Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 53.6”N 157° 51’ 24.2”W 
1 R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 



meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour. 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 
Stations 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



Transparency meters Secchi Disc R, C 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual R, C 7/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc R, C 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab R, C2 7/Month 



C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A. 
R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3. 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The 



parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter 
above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below 
the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements.  The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 
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3. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards.  Offshore stations shall be located using a global 
positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision 
that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



D1 Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport)  21° 17’ 23.2”N 157° 55’ 30.1”W 
D2 North West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.7”N 157° 54’ 35.4”W 
D3 Near North East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.2”N 157° 53’ 49.1”W 
D4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 59.3”N 157° 52’ 25.5”W 
D5 South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 37.3”N 157° 51’ 31.6”W 
E1 North (inshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 17’ 10.5”N 157° 55’ 32.8”W 
E2 South West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.0”N 157° 54’ 39.0”W  
E3 Near South East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.3”N 157° 53’ 49.9”W 
E4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 47.1”N 157° 52’ 33.3”W 
E5 Outside Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 22.8”N 157° 51’ 40.9”W 



1 D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) 
contour. 



 
The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 



 
Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 



Frequency 
Transparency meters Secchi Disc 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual 1/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab2 1/Month 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality paramete  



Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface  
2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, 
mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. Results for surface, mid-depth, 
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and bottom shall be reported. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements.  The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
4. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for 
chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below.  The 
stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 
(C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). 
The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic 
monitoring.  The number of samples required at each station is as follows: 



   



Station 
Number of Samples at Each Station 



(including Replicates) 
Chemistry Benthic Organisms 



Nearshore  



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic 
analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size 
analysis. 
 



Each station shall be monitored in August or September annually for the 
parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and 
biological samples shall be collected and processed in accordance with 
protocols found in Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods 
(EPA 430/9-86-004 1987).  



 
a. Sediment Chemistry 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen 
grab sampler.  Sediment samples for chemical analyses shall be taken from 
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the top two (2) centimeters of the grab sample and analyzed for the 
parameters listed below, using methods developed by National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality.  For metals, the Permittee shall attempt to 
achieve target detection limits five times lower than the Effects Range Low 
(ERL), or the concentration at which 10 percent of the studies show effects. 
Analytical results shall be reported on a dry weight basis. 
 
Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and 
two (2) of this permit.  
 



Parameter Units 



Grain Size phi 
Total Organic Carbon percent 
Oxidation-reduction potential EH; mv 
Total Nitrogen mg/kg 
Acid volatile sulfides mg/kg 
Metals 
Aluminum mg/kg 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Beryllium mg/kg 
Cadmium mg/kg 
Chromium mg/kg 
Copper mg/kg 
Iron mg/kg 
Lead mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
Nickel mg/kg 
Selenium mg/kg 
Silver mg/kg 
Zinc mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
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Parameter Units 



Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 
1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 



44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 
110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 
153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 
183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
b. Benthic Infauna Analyses 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van 
Veen grab sampler.  A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of 
five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic 
organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen.  Organisms retained on the 
sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 
70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage. 



 
All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the 
lowest taxon possible.  Analyses of community parameters shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals per 
species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of species 
per station, total numerical abundance, and biomass.  Biomass shall be 
estimated from wet weight measurements for the following taxa: molluscs, 
echinoderms, polychaetes, crustaceans, and other taxa. 



 
Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along 
with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community 
changes.  Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, 
standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate 
analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also 
be conducted.  Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to 
elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data. 



 
5. Fish Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore 
stations identified as follows.  Each station shall be sampled annually in August 
or September by hook-and-line, or by setting baited lines or traps. 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



Outfall In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, 
centered on the given coordinates 21°16’58”N 157°54’21”W 



FR3 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 21°17’25.6”N 158°06’57.3”W 
FR4 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2 21°19’37.5”N 158°08’29.4”W 
1 Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour. 
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Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish 
parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, 
and wet weight (grams).  Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be 
recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); 
color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and 
submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise 
means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division 
of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in 
fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall.  A 
summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report. 



 
During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish 
species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue 
to be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish 
species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, 
akule) and representative of fish caught by recreational and commercial 
fishermen near the facility’s outfall.  To minimize multiple source uncertainties, 
migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., many kilometers) 
shall not be selected.  For selected species, chemical analyses shall be 
performed annually on a composite sample of standardized muscle tissue 
collected from at least three individuals.  Chemical analyses shall be performed 
for pollutants specified in the table below.  After the third year of testing, the 
EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to include only 
those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) through 
three (3) of this permit. 
 



Parameter Units 



Total Lipid percent 
Metals 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 



1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 
49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 
114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 
156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 
187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 
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6. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



a. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies 
minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, 
E-2, and E-3).  In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the 
presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based 
on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM.  The Study 
shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the 
receiving water for ammonia nitrogen.  The Permittee shall provide an 
analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where 
assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the 
ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard).  The 
analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to 
the ambient monitoring stations.  The analysis should demonstrate whether 
assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time.  
 
The permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in 
order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the 
ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water. 



 
i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 



submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH.  The Work 
Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which 
minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time 
frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a 
discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact 
available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete 
the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify 
any known potential challenges to completing the study. 



 
The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work 
Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions. 



 
ii. Within two (2) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 



shall provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and 
provide any preliminary data and results available at that time. 
 



iii. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and 
results of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a 
minimum and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and 
verifies the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen. 
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b. In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 



to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information 
provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, 
revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR 
Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards. 



 
7. Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by 
March 31 of each year.  The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall 
summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall 
include, at minimum: 



 
a. A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of 



sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed 
and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.). 



 
b. A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each 



station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom 
sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.). 



 
c. A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or 



measurements.  A description of the sample collection and preservation 
procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report. 



 
d. A description of methods used for laboratory analyses.  Variations in 



procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to 
the EPA and DOH, before implementation.  All such variations must be 
reported with the analytical results. 



 
e. An in-depth discussion of monitoring results.  All tabulations and 



computations shall be explained. 
 
8. Protocols and Methods 



 
The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and 
analyses: 
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Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses 



Water quality samples (collection and process); 
sediment and biological samples 



Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) 
for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on 
Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-



004, 1987) 



Sediment samples handling 
Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis 
of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 



1981) 



Sediment Analysis 



NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for 
Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846, Method 8270 



Benthic community structure analysis Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) 



Fish tissue analysis 



Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) 
Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority 



Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from 
Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 



1986) 
 



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846 
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F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which 
impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless 
otherwise instructed by the DOH.  The report shall include, at a minimum, an 
evaluation of critical parameters, including the following: 



 
1. Flow; 



 
2. BOD5 loading; 



 
3. TSS loading; 



 
4. Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes; 



 
5. Growth potential of the service area; 



 
6. Impact of new regulations; 



 
7. Bypasses and overflows; 



 
8. Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and, 



 
9. Treatment capacity based on additional information. 
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G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control 
Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any 
subsequent regulatory revisions.  Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions 
place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not 
specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete 
the actions within six (6) months from the issuance date of this permit or the 
effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later.  For 
violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to 
enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other 
appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA.  The DOH and EPA may initiate 
enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with 
applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA.  



 
2. The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under 



Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, 
appropriate, and effective enforcement actions.  The Permittee shall cause 
non-domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve 
compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the 
case of a new non-domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge. 



 
3. The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 



40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to: 
 



a. Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the 
pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1); 



 
b. Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and 



categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively; 
 



c. Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and 
 
d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment 



program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3). 
 



4.    The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements 
under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 
125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following: 
 
a. During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, 



as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) 
of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial 
users. 
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The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial 
users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at 
least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in 
accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan.  A second 
level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve 
timely compliance. 



 
Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  
As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users 
may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such 
cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and 
Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with 
the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will 
not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria. 



 
b. Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 



125.65(c)(1)(iii). 
 
c. Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable 



pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local 
limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to: 



 
(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each 



toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 
40 CFR 125.65; 



 
(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant 



loadings to the treatment plant; 
 



(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for 
pollutants requiring local limits; and, 



 
(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified. 



 
d. The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the 



following schedule: 
 



(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months 
after the permit effective date; 



 
(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 



12 months after the permit effective date; and, 
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(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement 



local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and 
EPA. 



 
5. The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for 



controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the 
adoption of this permit.  



 
6. The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its 



pretreatment activities over the previous year.  In the event that the Permittee is 
not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the 
Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and 
when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements.  This 
annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and 
is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be 
limited to, the following information: 



 
a. A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 



24-hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those 
pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water 
Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. 
This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with 
the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit.  The 
Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos.  Sludge 
monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit.  The Permittee shall also 
provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants 
which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference 
or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the 
techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136; 



 
b. A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the 



treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by 
non-domestic users of the collection system.  The discussion shall include 
the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, 
if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. 
The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant 
limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to 
existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass 
through; 



 
c. An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and 



addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed 
to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief 
explanation for each change.  The list shall identify the SIUs subject to  
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 federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are 



applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to 
local limitations; 



 
d. The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by 



providing a list or table which includes the following information: 
 
(1) Name of the SIU; 



 
(2) Category, if subject to federal categorical standards; 



 
(3) The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place; 



 
(4) The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year; 



 
(5) The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year; 



 
(6) For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, 



whether all required certifications were provided; 
 



(7) A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the 
violations were for categorical standards or local limits; 



 
(8) Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 



40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and,  
 



(9) Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to 
return the SIU to compliance.  Describe the type of action, final 
compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, 
if any.  Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into 
compliance. 



 
e. A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce 



pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs;  
 



f. A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment 
program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, 
changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, 
monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement 
policy, funding levels, or staffing levels; 



 
g. A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of 



pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and, 
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h. A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the 



program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 
40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii). 



 
i. Annual reports shall be submitted to the following agencies: 



 
(a) State of Hawaii 



Department of Health 
   Environmental Management Division 
   Clean Water Branch 
   919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
   Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
 



(b) Regional Pretreatment Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
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H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements  
 



a. General Conditions and Requirements 
 
(1) Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices 



 
(a) The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at 



a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by 
land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for 
further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable 
portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(b) Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is 



generated shall be considered to be surface disposal.  The storage 
site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 
40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62.  If 
the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time 
prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request 
to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing 
the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b). 



 
(c) The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 



50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 
 
(d) If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not 



listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit 
modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 
180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate 
disposal practice. 



 
(2) Duty to Mitigate 



 
(a) The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following: 
 



(i) All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in 
accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62, whether the Permittee 
uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party 
for further treatment, use, or disposal. 
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(ii) Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are 



informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 
503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(iii) Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate 



an underground drinking water source. 
 
(iv) Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a 



public nuisance. 
 
(v) Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional 



treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to 
keep sludge contained. 



 
(b) The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or 



minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the environment. 



 
(3) Other Conditions 
 



(a) The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit 
to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or 
disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted 
under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard 
is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a 
pollutant or practice not covered in this permit. 



 
(b) The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other 



conditions of this permit.  In the event of a conflict, those 
requirements more protective of the environment shall apply. 



 
(c) The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA 



independently of being included in this permit. 
 



b. Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 



(1) Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified 
below: 



 
(a) Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
 



Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B) No “Free 
Liquids”1 1/Year 
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Monitoring Parameter/Test 



Procedures 
Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) Test2 



2 1/Year 



Priority Pollutants3 N/A 1/Year4 



N/A = Not Applicable 
1 “Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095. 
2 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 



3 Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a). 
4 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(b) Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill 
or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant 
Growth) 



 



Parameter 



Limitation (Mg/kg) 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



0<
25



 m
 



25
<5



0 
m



 



50
<7



5 
m



 



75
<1



00
 m



 



10
0<



12
5 



m
 



12
5<



15
0 



m
 



>1
50



 m
 



Arsenic1 30 34 39 46 53 62 73 2 



Chromium1 200 220 260 300 360 450 600 2 



Nickel1 210 240 270 320 390 420 420 2 



TCLP Test3 3 1/Year 
Priority Pollutants4 N/A 1/Year5 



m = Meter 
N/A = Not Applicable 
1 The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with 



no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the 
active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line. 



2 Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table: 
 



Annual Production, Dry 
Weight 



(Metric Tons/Year) 
Monitoring Frequency 



0 - 290 1/Year 
(November) 



290 – 1,500 1/Quarter  
(Feb/May/Aug/Dec) 



1,500 – 15,000 6/Year 
(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec) 



>15,000 1/Month 
 
3 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 
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4 Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a). 
5 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(c) Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of 
Improving Plant Growth) 



 
The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater 
Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater 
Branch. 



 
c. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill 



 
(1) The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills 



that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1. 
 
(2) Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 



9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test). 
 



d. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites 
(Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving 
Plant Growth) 



 
(1) Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the 



general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without 
liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational 
standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits 
requested by the Director. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a 



groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify 
that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer 
contamination. 



 
e. Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the 



Purpose of Improving Plant Growth) 
 



The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management 
Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch. 



 
f. Notification Requirements 
 



(1) If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another 
state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting 
authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office 
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for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior 
to shipment. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and 



the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public 
health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the 
non-compliance.  A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, 
postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee 
becomes aware of the non-compliance. 



 
(3) The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not 



reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports 
are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit. 



 
g. Annual Report 
 



By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report 
on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the 
EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director.  The report shall 
provide the following information: 
 
(1) Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the 



usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons). 
 
(2) Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b. 
 
(3) If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the 



Permittee shall include the following certification statement: 
 



"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and 
toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have 
been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have 
been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination 
has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance 
with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine 
that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for false certification including fine 
and imprisonment." 



 
(4) If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following 



information shall be included: 
 



(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27. 
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(b) Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface 



disposal site. 
 
(d) Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by 



a groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and 
phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface 
disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination. 



 
(5) If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included: 



 
(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities 



preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's 
report, if submitted to EPA separately. 



 
(b) Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional 



quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing 
further treatment/blending prior to land application. 



 
(c) Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge 



(street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels. 
 
(d) Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification 



by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the 
sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate 
determined for each crop. 



 
(e) Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of 



non-exceptional quality sludge. 
 



(6) If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included: 
 
(a) Age of stored sludge. 
 
(b) Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude). 
 



(7) If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the 
methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and 
longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included. 
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(8) Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB 



Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:   
https://eha.cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx.  
You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login 
and password.  After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to 
locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. 
All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded 
e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements 
and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance 
Submissions Form, with original signature and date. 
 



(9) A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the 
following addresses: 
 



Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105  



 
Wastewater Sludge Program Manager 
Wastewater Branch 
Environmental Management Division 
Department of Health 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309 



  Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
 



2. Requirements for Receiving Sludge 
 



a. Approval 
 



Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the 
Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater 
treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a 
sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped 
to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters.  
 



b. Reporting 
 
The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and 
amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. 
The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs. 
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c. Retraction 



 
The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's 
treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring 
results be in non-compliance with this permit, or the Director deems 
necessary. 
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I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Schedule of Submission 
  



a. Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 
 



(1) Effluent Monitoring Program 
 



Within 30 calendar days after the effective date of this permit, the 
Permittee shall submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program 
which complies with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval. 



 
(2) The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the 



following: 
 



(a) Sampling location map; 
(b) Sample holding time; 
(c) Preservation techniques;    
(d) Test method and method detection level; and 
(e) Quality control measures. 



 
The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the 
approved program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with 
the terms and conditions of this permit. 



 
Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved 
under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the 
compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge 
limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test 
procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection 
limit of the method. 
 



If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the 
Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the 
constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the 
method or a reference to a published method. 



 
2. Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements 



 
a. Certification of Transmittals 



 
Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07(b), with 
the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory: 
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“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with 
a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather 
and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the 
person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly 
responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted 
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for 
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or 
imprisonment for knowing violations.” 



 
b. Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal. 



 
Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future 
correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing 
of the document(s). 



 
c. Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results 



 
(1) All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample 



preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most 
recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. 
All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall 
be performed as specified in this permit.  



 
(2) In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall 



be reported as total recoverable. 
 



(3) Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report 
(DMR) form (EPA No. 3320-1).  The results of all monitoring required 
by this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct 
comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this 
permit. 



 
(4) For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting 



threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). 
As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in 
accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and 
must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is 
equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML).  



 
(a) The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte 



that can be detected with 99% confidence. 
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(b) The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to 



the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a 
specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific 
sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been 
followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML 
is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL. 



 
Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on 
DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between 
the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section 
on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during 
the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be 
reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”). 



 
(5) Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR 



form shall so state. 
 
(6) All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage 



and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water 
Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data 
base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA). 



   
d. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee 



 
If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein 
more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical 
methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall 
be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated. 



 
e. Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR 
 



The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically 
using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr. 
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DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the 
month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins 
submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard 
copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director. 



 
f. Schedule of Submission 



 
(1) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Discharge Monitoring Report 1/Month 
28th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 
SIU Compliance Status 
Report 2/Year July 31 and December 31 



of each year 
Sludge/Biosolids Annual 
Report 1/Year February 19 of each year 



Pretreatment Annual Report 1/Year February 28 of each year 
Receiving Water Monitoring 
Report 1/Year March 31 of each year 



Wastewater Pollution 
Prevention Program Annual 
Report 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Initial Investigation TRE 
Workplan 1/Permit Term 90 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Work Plan 1/Permit Term 180 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Report 1/Permit Term 3 years after permit 



effective date 
 
Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this 
permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be 
submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise 
specified:  



 
Director of Health 
Department of Health 
Environmental Management Division 
Clean Water Branch  
 



All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be 
submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual 
NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: 
https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not 
already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to 
obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the 
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Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to 
complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or 
DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a 
completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-
Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original 
signature and date. 



 
Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be 
submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H 
of this permit. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 



Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as 
specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Shoreline Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Month 



15th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 



Offshore Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Quarter 



90th day following 
completed reporting 



period 
Offshore Sediment 
(chemistry and benthic 
organisms) 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Fish Monitoring 1/Year March 31 of each year 
Receiving Water data entry 
into STORET  1/Year March 31 of each year 



 
Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, 
to the following address:  



 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 



 
3. Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset 
 



The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for 
bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR  
Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions 
Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)). 
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a. Immediate Reporting 



 
(1) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally 
notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel 
become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after 
the event. 



 
(2) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, 
the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services 
at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the 
circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
(3) In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, 



if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, 
but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
b. Contact for Oral Reports 



 
(1) The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours 



(7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 
586-4309. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours 



to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard 
Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the 
State Hospital Operator at 247-2191. 



 
c. Written Submission 



 
(1) For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the 



Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee 
shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in 
Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's 
authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance. 



 
(2) The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its 



cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; 
if the non-compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is 
expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if 
any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent 
reoccurrence of the non-compliance. 
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(3) The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day 



deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and 
violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has 
been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the 
non-compliance. 



 
d. Other Non-Compliance 



 
The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not 
reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by 
Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the 
information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit. 
 



4. Other Reporting Requirements 
 



The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 
122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard 
NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit 
supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7).  
 



5. Planned Changes 
 



Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not 
covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the 
Director on a quarterly basis. 



 
6. Types of Sample 
 



a. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a 
randomly-selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes.  



 
b. "Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample 



aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the 
facility over a 24-hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; 
either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot 
must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the 
total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may 
be collected manually or automatically.  
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J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 



1. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised 
and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be 
developed and enacted by the Permittee.  Activities of this program shall be 
reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit. 



 
2. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power 



source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  All 
equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, 
flooding, and other physical phenomena.  The alternate power source shall be 
designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic 
testing.  If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall 
halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or 
failure of the primary source of power.  



 
3. This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES 



regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional 
conditions or limitations based on newly available information.
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K. LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS 
 



(See Figures 1 and 2)
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Figure 1 – Location Map
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Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations
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APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS 
 



Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Metals 
Antimony 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Arsenic 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beryllium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Cadmium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chromium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Copper 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Lead 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mercury 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nickel 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Selenium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Silver 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Thallium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Zinc 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pesticides 
Aldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlordane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dieldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDT 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDE 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDD 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha-Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endosulfan Sulfate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin Aldehyde 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor Epoxide 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Delta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Gamma BHC (Lindane) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toxaphene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1016 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1221 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1232 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1242 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1248 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1254 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1260 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Base/Neutral Extractables 
Acenaphthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acenaphthylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-
Chloroethoxy)Methane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Bromophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloronaphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chrysene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



1,2-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Diethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dimethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine  
(as Azobenzene) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluorene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobutadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachloroethane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Isophorone 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Naphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nitrobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenanthrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acid Extractables 
2-Chlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



P-Chloro-M-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pentachlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Volatile Organics 
Acrolein Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acrylonitrile Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bromoform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Carbon Tetrachloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorobenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorodibromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
hloroform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dichlorobromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloropropane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichloropropylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Ethylbenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Bromide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Tetrachloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toluene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Trichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Vinyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Miscellaneous 
Cyanide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Asbestos 
(Not required unless 
otherwise specified) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



2,3,7,8-
Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-
Dioxin (TCDD) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



301(h) Pesticides 
Demeton 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Guthion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Parathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Malathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mirex 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methoxychlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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			A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS


			B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS


			1. Monitoring Frequency


			The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures outlined below.


			For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall document its efforts, comm...


			2. Test Species and Methods


			The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by Georg...


			3. Chronic WET Permit Limit


			All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent co...


			IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.


			For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used.


			A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee shall follow th...


			4. Quality Assurance


			a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below.


			b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC (for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significan...


			c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-9...


			d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference toxicant tests and effluent toxicit...


			e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)...


			f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days.


			g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written approval by the Director.


			5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan


			Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan shall include steps the P...


			a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and treatment system efficiency.


			b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used in operations at the facility.


			c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside contractor).


			d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.


			6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process


			a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test method.  This toxicity test shal...


			b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity tests using the same species and test method, approximately every two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period...


			c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate a TRE using, according to the type...


			d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Pr...


			e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the Director.  The TIE plan, at a minimum shall:


			7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results


			a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where:


			percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100,


			and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for the IWC mean response and the Control mean response.


			b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted.  The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; the dates of sample co...


			c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation.  This notification shall describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, and correc...


			8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity





			C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA


			2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters:





			D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING LIMITATIONS


			E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS


			F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM


			G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS


			H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS


			You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and password.  After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a C...


			I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS


			1. Schedule of Submission


			The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr.





			J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS


			K. LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as 
the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.   



A. Permit Information 



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility). 
 
Table F-1.  Facility Information 
Permittee City and County of Honolulu 
Name of Facility Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



Facility Address 1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, HI 96707 



Facility Contact, Title, and 
Phone Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Authorized Person to Sign 
and Submit Reports Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Mailing Address 1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 



Billing Address Same as above 
Type of Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Pretreatment Program Yes 
Reclamation Requirements No 
Facility Design Flow 90 million gallons per day (MGD) 
Receiving Waters Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean 
Receiving Water Type Marine 
Receiving Water 
Classification 



Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters 
(HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B))  



 
1. NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on 



November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted 
an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee 
reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional 
information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, 
March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013. 



 
2. The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to 



discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of 
issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions 
which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and 
Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes. 



B. Facility Setting 



1. Facility Operation and Location 



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on 
the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides 
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primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the 
Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to 
a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where 
screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, 
wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  
The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 
channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, 
Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17’01”N and 
Longitude 157°54’24”W.   
 
Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore 
and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 
3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 
3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge 
storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent 
contractor.    
 
Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s 
municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.   
 
Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  
Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), 
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.   



 
2. Receiving Water Classification 



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic 
enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 
         



3. Ocean Discharge Criteria 



The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant 
to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial 
sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean 
Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  
The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable 
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degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the 
Director proposes to issue a permit. 
 



4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List 



CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where 
water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of 
technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.   
 
On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water 
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii. 
 
The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any 
pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is 
reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been 
established for this waterbody.   
 



5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations 



a. Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data 
 



Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from 
Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 
through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.   



 
Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Flow MGD 2 2 2 76 98 149 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(5-Day) 



mg/L 1163 1603 2 1284 1344 1804 



lbs/day 79,3303 109,4213 2 64,6534 69,3274 107,5444 



mg/L 1195 1225 2 1286 1376 1616 



lbs/day 89,4145 91,5945 2 60,3616 66,0226 75,8276 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 30 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
287 



Total Suspended 
Solids 



mg/L 693 1043 2 484 594 904 



lbs/day 47,1873 71,1243 2 27,1944 31,5194 71,9504 



mg/L 485 505 2 496 536 706 



lbs/day 36,3495 37,4035 2 24,4346 31,8746 67,2746 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 60 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
717 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml 



8 8 18,0008 -- 16,4319 90,500 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L 2 2 648 10 10 10 
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1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 



2006 through June 2011. 
2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.   
4 Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010. 
5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 



applicable until deadlines established in the 2010 Consent Decree.   
6 Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013. 
7 Data represent minimum percent removal reported. 
8 Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002. 
9 Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became 



effective in November 2006. 
10 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of 



chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve 
disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, 
the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data. 



 
Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Oil and 
Grease 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 21.9 79.1 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 12,154 44,355 



Total 
Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 9.5 18.3 



lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 5,192 9,881 



Fats, Oils, 
and Greases 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 12.5 63.8 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 6,962 35,777 



Temperature °C -- 2 2 -- 28.2 30.4 
Total 
Nitrogen 



mg/L 2 2 NA 24 29.2 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 13,351 14,339 -- 



Total 
Phosphorus 



mg/L 2 2 NA 3.153 3.723 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 1,7243 1,9423 -- 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 nor greater 
than 9.0 6.45 – 7.49 



Chronic 
Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia 
Dubia  



TUc NA NA 94 -- -- 46 



Chronic 
Toxicity –
Tripneustes 
Gratilla 



TUc NA NA 4 -- -- 1428.6 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 NA 0.38 0.0902 -- 0.308 
lbs/day 0.0052 NA 0.26 0.0532 -- 0.308 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 NA 0.18 0.037 -- 0.172 
lbs/day 0.0082 NA 0.12 0.0242 -- 0.172 



1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 
through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through 
December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not 



apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.   
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6. Compliance Summary 



The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, 
quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to 
April 2011. 
 



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History 



Monitoring Period Violation Type Pollutant Reported 
Value 



Permit 
Limitation Units 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0076 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0052 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.012 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.0082 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Enterococci 3 18,000 CFU/100 



mL 



March 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 117 116 mg/L 



June 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



October 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 116 mg/L 



February 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 118 116 mg/L 



March 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 125 122 mg/L 
March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 
May 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 



May 2011 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 119 mg/L 



1 Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent 
limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current 
permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed 
incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than 
necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have 
been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.   



2 Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 
times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 
through July 2011.     



3 Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 
through July 2011. 
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7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu 
Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree) 



On May 15, 1995, the U.S. District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a 
Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA 
violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and 
DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 
Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake 
specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, 
among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance 
and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental 
Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand 
Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court 
entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, 
all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 
(2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 
2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.   



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, 
the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of 
EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  
The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of 
facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later 
than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and 
interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance 
with secondary treatment standards. 



8. Planned Changes 



In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to 
complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  
The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows: 
 



Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines 
Deadline Requirement 



1/1/2019 Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with 
design. 



1/1/2022 Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed 
with construction. 



1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2025 



If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend 
deadline to no later than 12/31/2038. 



1/1/2030 
If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to 
phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and 



issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work. 



12/31/2035 Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for 
deadline extension was approved. 



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 9 
 



Extended 
deadline no later 
than 12/31/2038 



If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete 
construction of facilities by that deadline. 



 
The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet. 



C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 



1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54 



On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department 
of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; 
January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 
2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, 
the state anti-degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality 
criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor. 
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



 
2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55 



On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 
became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 
was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; 
January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; 
June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  
HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements 
for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.   
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55. 
 



3. State Toxics Control Program 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, 
that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential 
to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State 
Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity 
Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized 
in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based 
toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating 
water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit 
limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for 
specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.   
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Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the 
draft permit. 



 
D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications 



The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, 
non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the 
United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent 
limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish 
two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are 
required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 
40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been 
established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one (1) 
or more of three (3) methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be 
established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state 
criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 
2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria 
guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established 
using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern. 
 
1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 
40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable 
technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  
The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal 
technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards 
at 40 CFR 133. 



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based 
effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits 
based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary 
Treatment Standards. 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) 
established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned 
treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 
301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, 
meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the 
EPA Administrator. 
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Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment 
regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based 
regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the 
minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms 
of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), 
and pH. 



b. Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
 



During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance 
from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and 
TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent 
than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the 
facility from January 1993 through December 1997.   
 
On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 
301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  
On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application 
for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that 
the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply 
with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, 
and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, 
technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on 
secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described 
below. 
 
At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has 
established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by 
secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 
are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as 
technology-based effluent limitations. 
 



Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
Parameter Units 30-Day 



Average 7-Day Average 



BOD5
1 mg/L 30 45 



TSS1 mg/L 30 45 



pH standard 
units 6.0 – 9.0 



1 The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 
percent. 



 
However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim 
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, 
BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically 
states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final 
compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island 
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WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for 
TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final 
effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES 
permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent 
Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or 
monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of 
its applicable NPDES permit.” 



 
The Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the 
applicable TBELs until the deadline established in the Consent Decree. 



 
2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs 
for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that 
cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of 
a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a 
standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), 
permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state 
water quality standard.”   
 
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, 
when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in 
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving 
waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine 
WQBELs in the draft permit.   
 
Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there 
is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be 
established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), 
using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented 
where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for 
the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, 
such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative 
criterion, supplemented with other relevant information. 
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b. Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving 
waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



(1) HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life 
standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic 
pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations 
and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to 
implement these standards. 



 
(2) Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, 



Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration 
is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis 
(RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human 
health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect 
human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health 
standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of 
the two (2) will be used in the RPA. 



 
40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed 
as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are 
expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or 
translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to 
total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert 
the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable. 



 
(3) Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality 



criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  
A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  
The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to 
calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  
Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water 
hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable 
potential.   



 
c. Determining the Need for WQBELs 
 



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control 
all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable 
potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is 
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required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-
001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 was analyzed to 
determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA 
compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards 
in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving 
water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most 
stringent WQS.   
 
(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with 



WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines 
knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation 
with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the 
effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as 
the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent 
concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum 
receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then 
compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant 
has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water 
concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a 
high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of 
effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.   
 
Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances 
of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was 
conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent 
concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS. 



 
(2) Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data 



submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.     
 
(3) Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the 



concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the 
receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states 
that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 
average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
human health standards for carcinogens.   



 
The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for 
limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for 
non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In 
EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for 
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Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA 
evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from 
February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for 
the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined 
that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was 
appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a 
conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee 
discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less 
conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully 
protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  
Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic 
of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” 
conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution. 
 
Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described 
within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 
103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption 
criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is 
appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as 
chlordane and dieldrin.   
 
On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the 
facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated 
Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient 
data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of 
concerns were identified with the submitted study: 
 



• The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the 
ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 
34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because 
density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have 
a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  
Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states 
that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the 
vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should 
evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site 
and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before 
selection a “worst-case density profile”.   



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
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• The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 
2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those 
used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely 
to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit 
initial dilution.   



 
• The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent 



temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how 
the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the 
vertical ambient water column.   



 
Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s 
September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been 
determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit 
development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee 
during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.   
 
As with the two previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee 
used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the 
Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 
through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns 
were identified in the resubmitted study, including: 
 



• The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using 
a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that 
impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity. 



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in Section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
 



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered 
fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis. 
 
DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent 
data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility 
operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable 
potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this 
case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately 
represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent 
ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of 
ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture 
conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.   
 



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 17 
 



Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution 
studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be 
representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the 
development of this permit.   
 
Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has 
determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for 
chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the 
average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for 
carcinogens.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate 
compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and 
reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  
However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving 
water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often 
problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving 
water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available 
dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to 
calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.   
 
However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for 
assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for 
Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an 
exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing 
monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an 
annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable 
WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the 
pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the 
ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists 
to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM. 
 
Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 
pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water 
quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not 
known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes 
limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent 
limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to 
conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe 
effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  
Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a 
ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation 
must be established that is protective of WQS. 
 
Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated 
for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data 



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 18 
 



annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable 
WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, 
assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not 
be granted. 
 



(4) Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from 
the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application 
Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution 
calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result 
of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 is 
presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations 
for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect 
available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in 
HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted 
for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only 
pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other 
pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.   
 



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results 



Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Antimony, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.6 0.054 15,000 No 



Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 1.5 0.031 36 No 



Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 294 0.44 0.018 0.038 No 



Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.13 0.008 9.4 No 



Chromium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 4.8 0.080 501 No 



Copper, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 40 1.096 3.5 No 



Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 10 0.449 1.0 No 



Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 19 1.728 5.9 No 
Mercury, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.06 0.0018 0.025 No 



Nickel, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 5.9 0.120 8.4 No 



Selenium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.2 0.387 71 No 



Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.80 0.030 2.7 No 
Thallium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 2.2 0.233 16 No 



Zinc, Total Recoverable μg/L 14 103 85 1.729 91 No 
Acrolein μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.045 18 No 
Benzene μg/L 14 294 4.8 0.104 13 No 
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Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate μg/L 14 103 1.3 0.013 16,000 No 



Chlordane μg/L 81 294 0.28 0.00164 0.00016 Yes 
Chloroform μg/L 14 294 1.0 0.0079 5.1 No 
Dieldrin μg/L 81 294 0.083 0.00101 0.000025 Yes 
Diethyl Phthalate μg/L 14 103 3.1 0.068 590,000 No 
Endosulfan Sulfate μg/L 14 103 0.0090 0.00021 0.0087 No 
Ethylbenzene μg/L 14 103 0.8 0.065 140 No 
Malathion μg/L 14 103 0.22 0.010 0.10 No 
Phenol μg/L 14 103 5.1 0.104 170 No 
Toluene μg/L 14 103 21 2.004 2,100 No 
Trichloroethylene μg/L 14 294 0.20 0.0041 26 No 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.023 660 No 
DDT2 μg/L 14 294 0.024 0.00019 0.000008 Yes 
Total Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1203 NA 150.00 No 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 6.53 NA 3.5 Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1.853 NA 5.0 No 
Total Phosphorus μg/L 20 NA 8.823 NA 20.00 No 



  



(5) Reasonable Potential Determination.   
 



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential 
cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these 
constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the 
lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become 
available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add 
numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue 
monitoring. 



 
Data for the following parameters was not available:  
 



• Dichlorobromomethane 
• Carbon Tetrachloride 
• 1,2-Dichloroethane 
• Bromoform 
• Chlorodibromomethane 
• delta-BHC 
• Acenaphthylene 
• Acrylonitrile 
• Anthracene 
• Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(a)Pyrene 
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• Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 
• Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
• Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 
• Butylbenzyl Phthalate 
• Chlorobenzene 
• Chrysene 
• Dimethyl Phthalate 
• 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
• beta-Endosulfan 
• alpha-Endosulfan 
• Fluoranthene 
• Fluorene 
• Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
• Hexachloroethane 
• Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
• Isophorone 
• Methyl Bromide 
• Methyl Chloride 
• N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
• N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine 
• N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
• Nitrobenzene 
• Para Chlorometa Cresol 
• Phenanthrene 
• Pyrene 
• Tetrachloroethylene 
• 1,1-Dichloroethane 
• 1,1-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
• Benzo(ghi)Perylene 
• Benzo(a)Anthracene 
• 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
• 1,2-Dichloropropane 
• 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
• Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 
• 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
• 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether 
• 2-Chloronaphthalene 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Nitrophenol 
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• Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
• 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine 
• 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Nitrophenol 
• 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• PCB-1016 
• 2,3,7,8 TCDD 
• Naphthalene 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 
• Benzidine 
• Vinyl Chloride 
• 4,4'-DDE 
• Aldrin 
• alpha-BHC 
• beta-BHC 
• gamma-BHC 
• Endrin 
• Toxaphene 
• Heptachlor 
• Heptachlor Epoxide 
• Methoxychlor 
• PCBs 
• Parathion 
• Demeton 
• Guthion 
• Hexachlorobenzene 
• Hexachlorobutadiene 
• Mirex 
• 1,3-Dichloropropylene 
• Chloroethane 
• Chlorophyll a 
• Turbidity 



 
(b) Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included 



in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) 
and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; 
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however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to 
collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential 
consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed 
in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.   



 
(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that 



chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable 
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water 
quality standards.  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft 
permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and 
ammonia nitrogen.   
 
The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the 
results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed 
WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia 
nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.   
 
The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both 
STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below. 



 
d. WQBEL Calculations 
 



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic 
life and human health.   
 
(1) WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a 



discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges 
through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; 
(3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge 
has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable 
potential can be calculated, as described below.   



 
(a) For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum 



effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality 
standard and the minimum dilution factor;  



 
(b) For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent 



limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits 
based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best 
Professional Judgment (BPJ); 



 
(c) For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most 



stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard 
and dilution; and  
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(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is 
equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor 
determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent 
limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ. 



 
(2) WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that 



the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of 
toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.  Limits 
based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day 
averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens. 



  
The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a 
submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the 
draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum 
effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after 
considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for 
non-carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens 
based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs 
established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below. 
 
(3) Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs 
 



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution 
of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  
However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations 
in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee 
does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily 
maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not 
justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for 
non-carcinogens to 103:1.  Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution 
of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation 
of applicable effluent limitations.    



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for 
the pollutants below. 



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm 



Where:  
RWC = Receiving water concentration 
MEC  =  Maximum effluent concentration reported 
99%ratio  = The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or 



calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the 
TSD. 



Dm = Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic 
toxicity standards and human health standards 
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for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for 
human health standards for carcinogens)    



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the 
applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are 
established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in 
detail. 



(a) Chlordane 



i. Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent 
applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health 
standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0649 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.044 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.67.  Based on a CV of 0.67 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.56.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.308 µg/L) x 1.56 x 0.0034 
=  0.00164 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.00016 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00164 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for chlordane. 



 
iii. Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using 



STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 
0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and 
a dilution of 294:1. 
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iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.308 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.077 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately 
comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent 
annual average effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human 
health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  
However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed 
Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of 
Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health 
water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, 
Chapter11-54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead 
of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality 
standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by 
the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on 
March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the 
new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  
This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an 
effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the 
incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  
Anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the 
previous permit if information is available at the time of permit 
reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit 
was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding 
that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has 
been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in 
Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using 
recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The 
dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available 
average dilution of 294:1.   
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Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a 
new design flow of 90 MGD, the Permittee will have a mass-based 
effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from 
October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual 
average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum 
annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the 
average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to 
result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the 
receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the 
new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water 
and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses 
will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is 
not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not 
expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the 
receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, 
and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.   



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation 
based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard 
for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



(b) Dieldrin 



i. Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 
0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0245 µg/L and a standard deviation 
of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 
81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described 
in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.73.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.172 µg/L) x 1.73 x 0.0034 
=  0.00101 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard = 
 0.000025 µg/L 
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The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00101 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for dieldrin. 



iii. Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using 
STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 
0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens 
and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.172 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.033 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to 
immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent 
limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for 
dieldrin may be attainable after the upgrades required by the 
Consent Decree have been initiated. 



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied 
because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at 
least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the 
previous permit.   



(c) DDT 



i. DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 
0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT 
(n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.46.  Based on a CV of 0.46 and 
14 samples, the 99% multiplier was calculated as 2.14.  As 
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discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 
for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.027 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.027 µg/L) x 2.14 x 0.0034 
=  0.00019 µg/L 
 



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.000008 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00019 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for DDT. 



iii. DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP 
procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality 
standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on 
the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, 
and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on 
the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.027 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed 
maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has 
determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual 
average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the 
previous permit was 0.018 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual 
average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual 
average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined 
that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitations.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied 
because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for 
DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001. 



e. Nutrients 
 



i. Ammonia Nitrogen 
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HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia 
nitrogen: 



 



Parameter Geometric Mean 
Value not to exceed 
more than 10% of 



the time 



Value not to exceed 
more than 2% of the 



time 
Ammonia Nitrogen 
(μg/L) 3.50 8.50 15.00 



 
As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to 
exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This 
finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving 
water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can 
consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”   
 
Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 
indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the 
receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below: 
 
i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for 



ammonia nitrogen. 
 
The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen. 
 



ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for 
analysis. 
 
Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the 
applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and 
constitute the decision unit for the analysis. 
 



iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are 
aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate 
annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the 
highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 
90 percent of the applicable WQS. 
 
The resulting geomeans were: 
 



Year Result (μg/L) 
2009 1.42 
2010 1.6 
2011 2.01 
2012 2.25 
2013 2.53 
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The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less 
than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative 
capacity appears to be present in the receiving water. 
 



iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, 
reports, and receiving water data trends. 
 
Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of 
assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented 
in Step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of 
increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee 
shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that 
assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the 
observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not 
due to a lack of assimilative capacity. 



 
Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, 
end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  
However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the 
previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have 
the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the 
ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and 
requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the 
edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent 
limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS 
exceedances within the receiving water.   
 
Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, 
with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal 
application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, 
the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as 
representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained 
in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation 
based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term 
average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant 
performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the 
interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times 
the MEC.   
 
A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has 
been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed 
over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based 
on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been 
established in this permit. 
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Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus 
these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit. 
 



f. pH  
 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water 
quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  
Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate 
compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  
The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times 
appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been 
carried over. 
 



g. Enterococcus 
 



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed 
in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water 
limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from 
shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal 
regulations at 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards 
for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA 
Section 304(a).  40 CFR Section 131.42(e)(2) specifies that the regulations 
established in 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) applies to waters of Hawaii 
beyond 300 meters of the shoreline. 



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 
1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a 
bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate 
contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely 
expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use 
coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5). 



The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as 
infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is 
consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in 
EPA’s TDD. 



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 
40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water 
may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus 
for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from 
pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate 
reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 32 
 



Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA 
was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore 
antibacksliding requirements are satisfied. 



(1) Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a 
geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric 
mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  
Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the 
WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 
12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was 
exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the 
monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied 
as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit. 



 
(2) Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation 



waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the 
resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data 
from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 
80th percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 
16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of water quality. 



 
The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and 
operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with 
a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  
Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent 
limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with 
compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The 
enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based 
on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 
7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 
100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  
Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and 
installed the disinfection system.   
 
Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the 
waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be 
maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary 
to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the 
Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to 
achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not 
demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to 
accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum 
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daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has 
been carried over. 



 
Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the 
highest monthly geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the 
month of October 2006.  However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not 
come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly 
geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee 
can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation 
for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit 
establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the 
final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by 
June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for 
enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the 
previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent 
limitation may not be considered. 
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not 
limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge 
is not expected to immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final 
compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified 
treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred 
alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, 
and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 
 
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which 
requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment 
standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035.  The planning and 
construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 
2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already 
currently in place at the facility, the Permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final effluent 
limitations is required by June 30, 2024. 
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance 
longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall 
specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no 
event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time 
necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a 
treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for 
completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of 
reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.” 
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The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, 
design, and the execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 
Consent Decree, as the acquisition of funding and contract execution can be 
challenging with government entities.  However, once the contract is 
executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current 
treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been 
established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim 
effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over 
the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean 
between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard 
deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed 
geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection 
system in November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not 
appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 
16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the 
observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 
16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current 
facility treatment capabilities. 
 
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot 
immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with 
the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date 
of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period 
for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has 
been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment 
capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.   
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean 
effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for 
enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous 
permit. 
 



h. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)  
 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic 
effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree 
of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving 
water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion 
specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric 
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WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  
An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures 
mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period 
of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth. 



The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at 
Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for 
Tripneustes gratilla. 
 
Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and 
December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an 
exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring 
results for T. gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to 
exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in 
the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as 
>1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between 
October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some 
months). 
 
A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  
For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of 
Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  
As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been 
revised to be consistent with the TST method using T. gratilla.   



T. gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, 
T. gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s 
effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T. gratilla is representative of toxic impacts 
on local species.   



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific 
Ocean, including T. gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with 
the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 
40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test 
procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit 
basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is 
further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast 
facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods 
and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.”  



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using 
T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) 
Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, 
Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD 
Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International 
Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022). 
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As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined 
for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and 
monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2). 



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated 
into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water 
quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 
(49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).   



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes 
a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing 
approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test 
species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.   



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration 
(NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 
100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 
is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.   



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable 
IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the 
applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution 
is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) 
waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s 
backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data 
indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely 
exceeding 357 TUc) with T. gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  
Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T. gratilla, an 
effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional 
pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being 
discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not 
expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the 
receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is 
consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 
303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1. 



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted 
(Outfall Serial No.  001): 



IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor 



 =             100/103 
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 =             0.97% 



For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be 
met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho): 
 
IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test 
result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” 
 
The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, 
respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the 
TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially 
decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s 
traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces 
the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory 
costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant 
improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing 
is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range 
of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect 
measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting 
appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test 
power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which 
significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 20101).   



 
Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide 
Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford 
effective protection to aquatic life.   



 
A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is 
protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) 
and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is 
consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding 
regulations. 



i. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations 
 



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 
requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where 
possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, 
mass-based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established 
where applicable based on the following formula: 



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 



1 U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water. 
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40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs 
be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based 
effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the 
previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit 
required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, 
including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the 
previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during 
this permit renewal. 



The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit 
and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit. 



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) (5-day @ 20 
Deg.  C) 



mg/L 1161 1601 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 79,3302 109,4212 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
30 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 



Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 



mg/L 691 1041 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 47,1872 71,1242 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
60 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 
1 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent 



limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  
City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree). 



2 Based on a design flow of 82 MGD. 
3 Based on a design flow of 90 MGD. 
 
Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml -- -- 18,0001 -- 3,6052 18,0003 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Chronic Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia Dubia  TUc -- -- 94 -- -- -- 



Chronic Toxicity –
Tripneustes Gratilla TUc -- -- 4 -- -- Pass5 



Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L -- -- -- -- -- 47,894 
lbs/day -- -- -- -- -- 35,949 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 -- 0.38 0.05 -- 0.38 
lbs/day 0.0052 -- 0.26 0.037 -- 0.28 
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Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 -- 0.18 0.0074 -- 0.18 
lbs/day 0.0082 -- 0.12 0.0056 -- 0.14 



DDT6 µg/L -- -- -- 0.0024 -- 0.094 
lbs/day -- -- -- 0.0018 -- 0.071 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L -- -- 64 -- -- --7 



1 Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation. 
2 Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through 
December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the 
Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible. 



3 Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply 



to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla. 
5 “Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet. 
6 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
7 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if 



the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is 
chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not 
applicable.   



 
j. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements 
 



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations 
that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent 
limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions 
contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 
40 CFR 122.44(l).     



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available 
which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have 
justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit 
establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane 
based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS 
used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in 
Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent 
with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent 
limitations are based on new information that was not available during the 
drafting of the previous permit.   



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based 
effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously 
authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design 
capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is 
directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as 
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allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with 
Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these 
pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for 
antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 
402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of 
mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin. 



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as 
stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



k. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements 
 



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 
40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality 
of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific 
findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to 
accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the 
waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent 
limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the 
previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit 
by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids 
handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact 
sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to 
public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional 
antidegradation analysis is not necessary. 
 
The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 
40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water 
quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect 
the existing uses will be maintained and protected.   
 



E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements 



1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data 



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM 
Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria 
from 11-54-6(b)(3). 
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Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data  



Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 1502 23,302 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.52 11,900 
Nitrate + Nitrite μg/L 5.02 110 
Orthophosphate 
Phosphorus μg/L -- 3,440 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 202 2,900 
Chlorophyll a μg/L 0.302 0.923 
Turbidity NTU 0.502 82.5 
TSS mg/L -- 38.7 
pH s.u. 3 7.0 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 4 2.38 
Temperature °C 5 26.5 
Salinity ppm 6 7,200 
1 Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010 
2 Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean. 
3 pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at 



coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or 
groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



4 Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation. 
5 Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions. 
6 Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors. 
  



2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data 



a. Shoreline Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from 
January 2009 to December 2013. 



 
Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations  



Station 
Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
CFU/100 mL 



S1 7.05 
S2 2.22 
S5 7.16 
S7 4.26 
S8 10.94 



Water Quality 
Standard 35 



1 Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by 
the Permittee from January 2009 to 
December 2013.  
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b. Nearshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



R1 1.83 -- -- 123 14.6 -- 1.11 
R2 1.52 -- -- 121 12.0 -- 0.91 
R3 1.97 -- -- 115 10.8 -- 0.71 
C1 1.11 3.42 2.67 102 8.9 0.38 0.25 
C2 1.25 3.42 3.08 102 8.8 0.35 0.29 
C3 1.25 1.82 3.47 98 8.4 0.25 0.29 
C4 1.23 1.41 2.31 98 8.5 0.29 0.29 
C5 1.26 2.01 2.50 99 8.4 0.35 0.31 
C6 1.14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.0 3.5 150 20 0.50 0.30 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling 



points at each station.  



 
c. Offshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



D1 1.30 1.62 2.84 105 8.50 0.25 0.26 
D2 1.39 1.28 3.74 107 8.67 0.23 0.19 
D3 1.33 1.40 4.38 119 8.72 0.21 0.22 
D4 1.33 1.15 2.23 111 8.48 0.26 0.2 
D5 1.41 1.20 1.94 114 8.17 0.25 0.27 
D6 1.09 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
E1 1.31 1.79 2.41 116 8.35 0.24 0.23 
E2 1.32 1.85 3.36 110 8.75 0.27 0.17 
E3 1.35 1.62 6.53 120 8.82 0.22 0.21 
E4 1.69 1.94 3.23 103 8.44 0.22 0.18 
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Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



E5 1.23 2.12 2.94 108 9.22 0.26 0.2 
E6 1.13 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.03 3.54 150 20 0.50 0.305 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom 



sampling points at each station.  
3 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton. 
4 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle. 
5 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom. 
 



3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations 



a. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility 
 



(1) The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the 
Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted 
thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open 
coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates 
receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not 
exceed applicable water quality standards.   



 
(2) Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters.”  As 



such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public 
water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational 
activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving 
water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.   



 
The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic 
Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft 
permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, 
dated December 30, 2005. 
 



(3) The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for 
recreational areas in marine recreational waters: 



 
(a) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public 



bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a 
geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
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five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 
25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.   



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, 
the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as 
explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii 
Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water 
Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a 
regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State 
enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 
35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 
CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new 
standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved 
by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new 
enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new 
water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all 
marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the 
new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be 
insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. 



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established 
end-of-pipe is based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because 
State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the 
applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as 
receiving water limitations for the protection of human health. 



(b) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples 
per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



(c) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 
treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural 
public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be 
posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as 
temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count. 



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as 
described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, 
Section 11-54-8(b).     
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(4) As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for 
enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving 
water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been 
established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to 
be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 
300 meters from shore have not been established. 



 
b. Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 
 



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 
not to exceed the 



given value 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 
than 10% of the 



time 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 



than 2% of the 
time 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.50 8.50 15.00 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen  μg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 



Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 



Chlorophyll a  μg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



Turbidity  NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



pH standard 
units 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 
8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater 



from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may 
depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions. 



Salinity ppm 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic 
factors. 



 
The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for 
“Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater 
through Outfall Serial No. 001, as seen in the table above.   
 
The discharges from Outfall Serial No. 001 shall comply with the values listed 
in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at 
the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other 
pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.   
 
These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained 
from the previous permit. 
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c. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 
 



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) 
modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be 
located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and 
transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and 
beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for 
pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended 
Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the 
area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of 
the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for 
the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet 
along the centerline of the diffuser.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls 
to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance 
with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested 
that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the 
Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM 
requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the 
diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of 
the ZOM is located at Latitude 21°16’58”N and Longitude 157°54’21”W, with 
the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 
in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.   
 
(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses 



of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, 
and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The 
following findings were considered: 



 
(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the 



effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution 
and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are 
expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.   
 
Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish 
Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in 
the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long 
term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.   
 
An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled 
video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 
through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has 
not been negatively impacted. 
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Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver 
histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in 
Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the 
Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or 
microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the 
sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact 
on the health of the fish studied in the survey. 
 
Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence 
that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health 
or community structure. 
 



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum 
of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  
No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution 
would be negatively impacted by current conditions.   
 



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, 
F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological 
monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative 
impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.   



 
(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless 



the application and supporting information clearly show: that the 
continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not 
substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the 
public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable 
to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of 
water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of 
treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of 
HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5): 



 
(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to 



southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people 
and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment 
facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or 
operation would cause severe hardship to the residents. 
 



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or 
contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or 
safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of 
illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that 
enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement 
of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore. 
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(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet 
applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, 
were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  
However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and 
capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS 
for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the 
operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No 
information is known that would revise the finding during the previous 
permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to 
the public. 



 
(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data 



indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  
However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent 
limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the 
effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual 
and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable 
technology-based effluent limitations.   



 
The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements 
in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).   



 
Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, 
pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  
These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.   
 
For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable 
water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include 
light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, 
EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  
As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring 
locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent 
with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM 
stations. 
 
The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified 
in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water 
monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to 
evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the 
applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this 
Fact Sheet. 
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F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  
HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES 
permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 
require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting 
monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to: 
 
• Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions 



established by the DOH; 



• Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of 
pollution arising from waste discharge; 



• Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, 
national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and 
other standards; and, 



• Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories. 



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement 
federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the 
monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.   
 
1. Influent Monitoring 



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and 
non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment 
facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent 
monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  
Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit 
in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  
The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of 
the draft permit. 
 



2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001 



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001. 
 



a. Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained 
from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM 
monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of said pollutants.   
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b. Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft 
permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable 
comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if 
the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia 
nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring 
requirements for other nutrients. 
 



c. Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been 
added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID 
monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.   
 



d. Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit 
to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based 
effluent limitations. 



 
e. Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the 



previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.     
 



f. Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, 
and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.   
 



g.  Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality 
criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be 
free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials,” and in 
the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is 
included as an attachment to the draft permit. 
 



h. Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to 
determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect 
data for future RPAs.   



 
i. Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are 



retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs. 
 



3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring 



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is 
required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent 
limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.   
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4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements 



a. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine 
compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters 
within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft 
permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of 
seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These 
monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included 
in Part E.1 of the draft permit. 
 



b. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at 
three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called 
recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, 
therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with 
specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.   
 
In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee 
to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and 
C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, 
C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have 
been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have 
sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old 
stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are 
retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
  



c. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations 
along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along 
the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements 
for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in 
Part E.3 of the draft permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
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d. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 
 



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and 
temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments 
for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations: 
 



Location Station 
Name 



Number of Samples at Each Station 
(Including Replicates) 



Chemistry Benthic 
Organisms 



Nearshore 



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



 
The previous permit also required monitoring at Stations C4, D4, and E4.  
However, Stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample 
sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from 
the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
requirements have been retained from the previous permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



e. Fish Monitoring 
 



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two (2) fish 
monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively 
affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the 
control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at 
FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the 
outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 
and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are 
located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, 
crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to 
strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to 
enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent 
data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when 
compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the 
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new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away 
from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements 
have been retained from the previous permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



f. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on 
an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that 
assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct 
a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the 
permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the 
term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.   
 



G. Rationale for Provisions 



1. Standard Provisions 



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit 
Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.   
 



2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.   
 



3. Special Provisions 



a. Reopener Provisions 
 



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set 
forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations 
based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water 
quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.   
 



b. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements  
 



(1) Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the 
Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which 
the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This 
requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail 
in Part B.2 of the draft permit.    
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4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities 



a. Pretreatment Requirements 
 



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, 
require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  
A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, 
which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and 
prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, 
standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed 
pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 
40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11-55-24. 



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and 
received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised 
program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On 
October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There 
are currently 21 non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight 
food/drink manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.   



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal 
regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment 
requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES 
permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to 
require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for 
controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease. 



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the 
CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more 
toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban 
area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The draft permit requires 
the Permittee to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements since the 
facility continues to operate as a primary treatment plant. 



b. Biosolids Requirements 
 



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and 
regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards 
included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the 
draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on 
the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other 
Hawaii POTWs.    



5. Other Special Provisions 



a. Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to 
submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This 
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provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH 
to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum 
treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the 
wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the 
draft permit. 



 
b. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised 



and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall 
be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the 
draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel 
trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from 
the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.     



 
c. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate 



power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  
This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if 
a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment 
operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in 
existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise 
control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source 
of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit. 



 
H. Public Participation 



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit 
in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their 
comments in writing either in person or by mail, to:  
 



Clean Water Branch  
Environmental Management Division 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 



 



  
 








			A. Permit Information


			B. Facility Setting


			1. Facility Operation and Location


			2. Receiving Water Classification


			3. Ocean Discharge Criteria


			4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List


			5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations


			6. Compliance Summary


			7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree)


			8. Planned Changes





			C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations


			1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54


			2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55


			3. State Toxics Control Program





			D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications


			1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations


			2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs)





			E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements


			1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data


			2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data


			3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations





			F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements


			1. Influent Monitoring


			2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001


			3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring


			4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements





			G. Rationale for Provisions


			1. Standard Provisions


			2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements


			3. Special Provisions


			4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities


			5. Other Special Provisions





			H. Public Participation












 
 



NOTICE OF PROPOSED WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PERMIT 
FOR SAND ISLAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 



NPDES PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 



DOCKET NO. HI 0020117 
 



August 20, 2014 
 



 The Department of Health (DOH) tentatively proposes to reissue a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to discharge primary treated 
wastewater to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, subject to special conditions to: 



 
City and County of Honolulu 



Department of Environmental Services 
1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 308 



Kapolei, Hawaii  96707 
 



 The proposed draft permit for the existing discharge will expire five (5) years from 
the permit issuance date. 
 
 The City and County of Honolulu (Permittee) owns and operates the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (facility), located in Honolulu, island of Oahu, Hawaii.  The 
facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment of wastewater 
for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters 
the facility and is distributed to a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated 
screening channels, where screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes 
occur.  From there, wastewater is directed to the clarifier influent channels for primary 
treatment.  The influent channels distribute wastewater to eight (8) 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four (4) clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection channels.  
After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, through 
Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17′01″N and Longitude 157°54′24″W.   
 
 Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 
230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 3,400 feet long 
with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 3.53 inches in diameter and 
two (2) 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
 Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge storage 
tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent contractor. 
 
 The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, 
and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 











 
 



 Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed NPDES permit or to 
request a public hearing, should submit their comments or requests in writing no later 
than 30 calendar days after the date of this notice, either in person or by mail, to: 
 
 Clean Water Branch  
 Environmental Management Division  
 Department of Health  
 919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301  
 Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
  
 Copies of the proposed public notice permit and other information are available 
for public inspection, Monday through Friday (excluding holidays) from 7:45 a.m. until 
4:15 p.m., at the DOH office address shown.  Copies may be bought.  The public notice 
permit and fact sheet are also available on the internet at: 
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/pubntcs/index.html.  For more information or if you have 
special needs due to disability that will aid you in inspecting and/or commenting on the 
public notice permit and related information, please contact Mr. Darryl C. Lum, 
Supervisor of the Engineering Section, Clean Water Branch, at the above address or 
(808) 586-4309 (Voice) at least seven (7) calendar days before the comment deadline.  
For those who use a TTY/TDD, please call through Sprint Relay Hawaii, at 1-711 or 
1-877-447-5991. 
 
 All comments and requests received on time will be considered.  If DOH determines 
that there is significant public interest, a public hearing may be held after at least 
30 calendar days of public notice. 
 
 If DOH's position is substantially unchanged after considering all timely written 
comments and all oral comments at any public hearing that may be held, then the DOH 
will issue the NPDES permit and this action will be final. 
 
 Please notify anyone you know who would be interested in this matter. 
 
 
 
          LINDA ROSEN, M.D., M.P.H. 
          Director of Health 
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From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
Date: Thursday, October 16, 2014 1:21:51 PM


Ok sounds good.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
How about 8am HST on Monday? Just call my office line.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 11:39 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Can we talk on Monday before between 7:15 am and 10 am Hawaii time?  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
I’m available today between 10:30-12 HST and then on Monday. Let me know what works best for
 you and Darryl.
 



mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov

mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov

mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov





-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 11:20 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Elizabeth,
I’m available today, but Darryl is at a conference.  I’m also available tomorrow, but not sure what
 Darryl’s schedule is like.   I’ll let you know tomorrow.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2014 7:19 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Sand Island WWTP
 
Hi Kris,
Can we chat about the RTC sometime today or tomorrow? Let me know when you’re available.
 Thanks.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP
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Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the final Sand Island permit, fact sheet and response to comments. 
 Thanks!
Kris








From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov; Greenberg, Ken; Polek, Jim
Subject: Comments on pre-public notice Sand Island WWTP permit
Date: Monday, July 28, 2014 3:21:00 PM
Attachments: Comments on July 2014 draft permit for Sand Island WWTP.doc


Hi Kris,
Attached are our comments on the draft permit. They include comments from our Enforcement
 Division, who oversee the Consent Decree. Let me know when you’re available to discuss them.
 Thanks!
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 12:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review the attached draft public notice permit and fact sheet.  The previous draft was revised
 based on your comments.  Please also note that we will be adding in Regional Monitoring
 Requirements in the Special Conditions section based on a conference call Alec, Watson and Darryl
 had with Janet Hashimoto.     They are also proposing to add the Regional Monitoring Requirements
 to the City’s MS4 permit.  Thanks!
Kris
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Comments on July 2014 draft permit for Sand Island WWTP: 



1. Compliance schedule for enterococcus: 



a) The permit needs to make clear that the compliance schedule and interim limit only apply to the 
new monthly geometric mean EL and that the permittee must comply with the maximum daily 
EL immediately. 



b) The compliance schedule must include the 2022 milestone from the Consent Decree and must 
require compliance no later than the earlier compliance deadline in the Consent Decree (i.e. 
2035, not 2038). Please provide the justification for the length of the schedule. Was the length 
based on a proposal by the permittee? If not, what information was used to determine the 
schedule? Since the facility already has disinfection facilities onsite, allowing them to take the 
full length of the consent decree schedule to upgrade their facility to meet the monthly 
geomean effluent limit may not meet the requirements of 40 CFR 122.47, especially since they 
may just have to expand our optimize their current disinfection facilities. 



c) Recommend the interim limit for enterococcus be calculated based on the 95th percentile, 
consistent with how the interim limits for BOD and TSS were calculated in the Consent Decree. 



2. Why were there only 3 data points for ammonia? Could more effluent data be obtained in order to 
better calculate a more representative performance-based effluent limit? 



3. The dieldrin average annual limit is more stringent than the previous permit and the fact sheet 
found on page 28 that the permittee may not be able to immediately comply with this limit. Has the 
permittee requested a compliance schedule for this particular limit? Also, the fact sheet states the 
permittee may not be able to comply with the new annual average DDT limit. Has the permit 
requested a compliance schedule for this limit? Recommend strengthening the fact sheet here. 



4. Page 4 of permit: ammonia EL measurement frequency and sample type are missing. 



5. Page 4, footnotes 6 and 7 need to be clarified. It appears that footnote 6 allows compliance to be 
determined by either a daily maximum or a daily geomean. This should be a single sample 
maximum, consistent with Honouliuli. Also, recommend removal of footnote 7, as unnecessary.  



6. Fact sheet, page 6, footnotes 3 and 5 of Table F-2: Please change to: 



3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These 
effluent limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 Consent Decree 
for the United States of America v the City and County of Honolulu (2010 Consent Decree).   



5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 
applicable until deadlines established the facility is in compliance with secondary treatment standards and 
became effective in December 2010 Consent Decree.   



7. Fact sheet, page 6, Table F-3:  there appears to be a typo, in that “average daily” should be 
“maximum daily” in header under both effluent limitation and reported data. Is that correct? 











8. Fact sheet, page 8 under section 7. Please remove the last sentence in the second paragraph: “The 
2010 Consent Decree supersedes requirements in the draft permit.” 



9. Fact sheet, page 12: please remove paragraph before the WQBELs section that begins with, “Thus, 
technology-based effluent limitations based on secondary treatment…” Could replace with, “The 
Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the applicable TBELs until the deadline 
established in the Consent Decree.” 



10. Fact sheet, pages 18-19, RPA table should include columns for number of samples and applied 
dilution factor, if applicable, in order for transparency. 



11. Fact sheet, page 31 should cite the specific portion of the CFR that discusses the criteria applicable 
to Hawaii. 



12. Fact sheet, page 33 and 34 state the highest monthly geomean for enterococcus was 2,460,035 
cfru/100ml. It should be made clear when this value was reported (before or after UV). This seems 
clear in the paragraph on page 33, but not on page 34. 



13. Fact sheet, page 39, Table F-9, footnote 3 should not be a geometric mean. It is referenced in the 
proposed EL for enterococcus and this is a maximum daily limit, not a geomean.  



14. Fact sheet, page 55: please remove sentence regarding urban area pretreatment requirements 
being removed, as kept in permit. 



 



 



 











From: Hashimoto, Janet
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; Smith, DavidW
Subject: RE: Sand Island permit and RMP language
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:44:31 AM
Attachments: image001.png


I gave some general comments to Darryl.  I guess they sent it out while he was on vacation and when
 I sent my comments to them.  I’ll look for my email and forward.  Janet
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 9:41 AM
To: Smith, DavidW
Cc: Hashimoto, Janet
Subject: Sand Island permit and RMP language
 
Hi Dave, Janet,
Below is the language they included in the permit. I am particularly concerned with the highlighted
 portions.
 
“Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving water
 body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may be causing or
 contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. Regional monitoring
 activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a more cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the region.
 During these coordinated sampling efforts, the Permittee's receiving water sampling and
 analytical effort will be reallocated to provide a regional assessment of the impact of the
 discharge. Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a more comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of
 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources. The
 Permittee is required to:
 
a. Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
 
b. Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water quality
 required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being attained and the
 sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.
 
c. Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
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 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision, and
 accuracy.
 
d. Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study. The decision unit(s) shall
 include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State water.
 
e. State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the decision units,
 and the action levels. At a minimum, decision units are required at all conceivable inputs
 into the receiving water.
 
f. Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being measured.
 
g. Develop the plan for obtaining data.
 
h. Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will participate in this
 study. All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the receiving waters shall be
 asked to participate.
 
i. Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional monitoring
 activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging into their receiving
 waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government agencies and private entities.
 
j. Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the receiving
 waters within two (2) years from the issuance date of this permit. The final plan must be
 acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation. If an acceptable plan is not
 submitted within two (2) years from the issuance date of this permit, DOH will provide the
 plan that the Permittee must implement. DOH will provide this plan to the Permittee within
 2.5 years from the issuance date of this permit.
 
k. Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities plan
 within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit. Regional monitoring activities and
 data collection must be performed for at least one (1) year to account for seasonal
 variation.
 
l. Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of the
 requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from the issuance
 date of this permit.
 
All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.”
 
 
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044







sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Darryl C Lum
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: EPA Comments on Public Notice Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
Date: Friday, September 12, 2014 11:37:00 AM
Attachments: EPA Comments on Sand Island WWTP_Sep 2014.pdf


Hi Darryl,
Please see our attached comments on the proposed Sand Island WWTP permit. A hard copy will be
 mailed out to you today.
 
Sincerely,
Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: chlordane/dieldrin for Sand Island
Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 7:49:00 AM


Hi Kris,
For DDT, it appears they can meet the limits, so a compliance schedule is not appropriate.
 
For chlordane, they cannot meet the annual average limit; however, this limit is less stringent than
 the previous permit limit, so a compliance schedule may not be appropriate – usually compliance
 schedules are only allowed for a new or more stringent limit.
 
For dieldrin, a compliance schedule may be appropriate for the more stringent annual average limit;
 however, the length of that schedule needs to be analyzed and I’m not sure it would be appropriate
 to allow a schedule as long as the consent decree.
 
On enterococcus, yes, it can be different. Refer to my previous email.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 7:14 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: chlordane/dieldrin for Sand Island
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Besides the issue about the single sample maximum vs. maximum daily below, according to the
 City’s data, they cannot meet the new annual average limitation for chlordane and dieldrin.  For
 DDD/DDE/DDT, they have been reporting 0 (non detect?) for the last 3 years.  Should we give them
 a compliance schedule for chlordane and dieldrin that corresponds to the consent decree since that
 is when the I&I should be fixed?  If we were to give them compliance schedules, what would be
 their interim limits?  For chlordane, their previous limit was lower than the proposed.  For dieldrin,
 although their previous limit was higher, they have not been meeting that limit either.
 
Regarding the enterococcus limit being consistent with Honouliuli, Honouliuli was given a
 performance-based single-sample maximum.  According to the previous fact sheet, the 18,000 daily
 maximum is based on average dilution, so since the limitation has a different basis, would it be okay
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 for it to be a different type of limitation?  Thanks!
 
Kris
 


From: Poentis, Kris T 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:59 AM
To: Elizabeth Sablad (Sablad.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov)
Cc: Lum, Darryl C (darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov)
Subject: maximum daily discharge
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for discussing your Sand Island permit  comments with us.  Just to be certain about the
 maximum daily discharge limitation for enterococcus, I checked 40 CFR 122.2 and the definitions
 are as follows:
 
Maximum daily discharge limitation means the highest allowable “daily discharge.”
 
Daily discharge means the “discharge of a pollutant” measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour
 period that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling.  For pollutants with
 limitations expressed in units of mass, the “daily “discharge” is calculated as the total mass of the
 pollutant discharged over the day.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units of
 measurement, the “daily discharge” is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over
 the day.
 
The enterococcus limitation in the previous permit is a maximum daily discharge of 18,000 cfu.
  Should we still change it to a single sample maximum and would it be easy to justify?  The previous
 fact sheet says “The EPA believes that given the low probability of impact to nearshore areas from
 the Sand Island discharge, a discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU/100 ml, based on average dilution
 assumptions when the plume is surfacing or trapped, will ensure that the Sand Island discharge will
 not adversely impact marine recreational waters of Mamala Bay.  This discharge limitation will also
 ensure that the disinfection facility will be operated.”
 
Thanks!
Kris
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From: Polanco, Susan
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: EPA contact requested re: CCH HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:57:35 AM


Aloha Elizabeth,
I met this new person at the Hawaii Water Quality meeting on Tuesday and he would like to talk to someone about
 the CCH permits.  I suggested that he should work with Alec and Kris but he wanted to connect with someone at
 EPA.  May I forward your name to him or could you contact him directly or is there someone else I should put him
 in contact with?  Please let me know.


Thank you,
Susan


Susan Polanco de Couet
HI SRF Project Officer


-----Original Message-----
From: Marek Kirs [mailto:kirs@hawaii.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Polanco, Susan
Cc: Philip Moravcik; Roger Fujioka
Subject: HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement


Aloha Susan,


I’m really glad we met yesterday at the UH.   This is just to follow up
on the conversation we had.


Our Water Resources Research Center is contracted by the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) to analyze benthic
 infauna samples collected around ocean outfalls, mainly to satisfy NPDES requirements. Several changes were
 recently introduced to  the Honouliuli NPDES permit 0020877 and Sand Island permit 0020117.  These permits
 now require biomass estimates as wet weight for several benthic microorganisms (molluscs, echinoderms,
 polychaets, crustaceans and other taxa) in benthic infauna samples. Our researchers directly involved in collecting
 and identifying organisms in those samples for the CCH are questioning this change as those measurements are
 difficult to complete due to the size of those organisms in Hawaii coastal samples as well as provide limited or no
 information on benthic ecosystem health, while taking of those measurement can actually compromise current
 monitoring program as needed taxonomic information can be lost during the process. There is also substantial
 financial burden associated with this biomass requirement.
Furthermore, when requiring those estimates, NPDES permit # 0020877 for Honouliuli WWTP  refers to EPA
 document Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/0-86-002, 1987). Although
 somewhat dated and vague on actual methods, this EPA document states at page 8 that “ The inclusion of biomass
 as required variable in 301(h) monitoring programs is not recommended for benthos and fishes, however, because
 of problems inherent in the collection of biomass”. Several limitations are outlined at page 9.  As the limitations of
 biomass measurements seem to be well accepted by the EPA, we are somewhat baffled why this requirement was
 introduced. When consulting NPDES permits associated with outfalls in State of California ( e.g. NO.
CA0037681 San Francisco, CA0110604 Orange County, and others), we do not appear to find biomass requirement
 for benthic infauna samples.


While we have contacted Kris Poentis and Daryl Lum from the DOH to request a meeting to discuss the changes in
 the Honouliuli NPDES permit
0020877 and Sand Island permit 0020117,  do you know who from the EPA might have information regarding the
 underlying reasons and scientific basis of this biomass requirement? I’m fully aware that you do not work on this
 area, but perhaps you are able to guide us towards the right person.
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Best regards,
Marek


--
Marek Kirs (PhD)
Assistant Researcher,
WRRC, University of Hawaii
2540 Dole Street, Holmes Hall 283
Honolulu HI 96822


phone: (808)956-9579








From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: chlordane/dieldrin for Sand Island
Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 9:54:39 AM


Thanks for your help Elizabeth!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:49 AM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: chlordane/dieldrin for Sand Island
 
Hi Kris,
For DDT, it appears they can meet the limits, so a compliance schedule is not appropriate.
 
For chlordane, they cannot meet the annual average limit; however, this limit is less stringent than
 the previous permit limit, so a compliance schedule may not be appropriate – usually compliance
 schedules are only allowed for a new or more stringent limit.
 
For dieldrin, a compliance schedule may be appropriate for the more stringent annual average limit;
 however, the length of that schedule needs to be analyzed and I’m not sure it would be appropriate
 to allow a schedule as long as the consent decree.
 
On enterococcus, yes, it can be different. Refer to my previous email.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 7:14 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: chlordane/dieldrin for Sand Island
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Besides the issue about the single sample maximum vs. maximum daily below, according to the
 City’s data, they cannot meet the new annual average limitation for chlordane and dieldrin.  For
 DDD/DDE/DDT, they have been reporting 0 (non detect?) for the last 3 years.  Should we give them
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 a compliance schedule for chlordane and dieldrin that corresponds to the consent decree since that
 is when the I&I should be fixed?  If we were to give them compliance schedules, what would be
 their interim limits?  For chlordane, their previous limit was lower than the proposed.  For dieldrin,
 although their previous limit was higher, they have not been meeting that limit either.
 
Regarding the enterococcus limit being consistent with Honouliuli, Honouliuli was given a
 performance-based single-sample maximum.  According to the previous fact sheet, the 18,000 daily
 maximum is based on average dilution, so since the limitation has a different basis, would it be okay
 for it to be a different type of limitation?  Thanks!
 
Kris
 


From: Poentis, Kris T 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:59 AM
To: Elizabeth Sablad (Sablad.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov)
Cc: Lum, Darryl C (darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov)
Subject: maximum daily discharge
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for discussing your Sand Island permit  comments with us.  Just to be certain about the
 maximum daily discharge limitation for enterococcus, I checked 40 CFR 122.2 and the definitions
 are as follows:
 
Maximum daily discharge limitation means the highest allowable “daily discharge.”
 
Daily discharge means the “discharge of a pollutant” measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour
 period that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling.  For pollutants with
 limitations expressed in units of mass, the “daily “discharge” is calculated as the total mass of the
 pollutant discharged over the day.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units of
 measurement, the “daily discharge” is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over
 the day.
 
The enterococcus limitation in the previous permit is a maximum daily discharge of 18,000 cfu.
  Should we still change it to a single sample maximum and would it be easy to justify?  The previous
 fact sheet says “The EPA believes that given the low probability of impact to nearshore areas from
 the Sand Island discharge, a discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU/100 ml, based on average dilution
 assumptions when the plume is surfacing or trapped, will ensure that the Sand Island discharge will
 not adversely impact marine recreational waters of Mamala Bay.  This discharge limitation will also
 ensure that the disinfection facility will be operated.”
 
Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Subject: FW: Added section to Sand Island permit?
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 7:16:00 AM
Attachments: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit.pdf


Hi Janet,
Did you provide comments on the regional monitoring program language? Can we discuss?
 
Thanks,
Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 6:02 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: RE: Added section to Sand Island permit?
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Sorry!  This is the regional monitoring activities Alec and Janet were discussing.  We mentioned the
 idea in the initial draft permit email to you.  (Please see attached.)
 
We emailed Janet the language to look at.  We didn’t hear back from Janet until after the public
 notice package was being sent out.  Before I left for Colorado I told Kris to just insert the regional
 monitoring language.  I forgot this regional monitoring language wasn’t in the draft permit we sent
 you before.  Sorry this was my fault.  I was concerned about having the permit public noticed and
 issued by the end of September.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FE59D7C17B2B4A7FB2F96D26A54A9AF2-ESABLAD

mailto:Hashimoto.Janet@epa.gov






From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Elizabeth Sablad (Sablad.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov)
Cc: Lum, Darryl C (darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov)
Subject: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit
Date: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 9:59:44 AM
Attachments: Sand Island WWTP 9-16-13 Fact Sheet-no comments.doc



Sand Island WWTP 9-16-13 Permit - no comments.doc



Hi Elizabeth,
Please review the attached draft public notice permit and fact sheet.  The previous draft was revised
 based on your comments.  Please also note that we will be adding in Regional Monitoring
 Requirements in the Special Conditions section based on a conference call Alec, Watson and Darryl
 had with Janet Hashimoto.     They are also proposing to add the Regional Monitoring Requirements
 to the City’s MS4 permit.  Thanks!
Kris
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.  



A.
Permit Information



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility).




Table F-1.  Facility Information




				Permittee



				City and County of Honolulu







				Name of Facility



				Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant







				Facility Address



				1350 Sand Island Parkway




Honolulu, HI 96707







				Facility Contact, Title, and Phone



				Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481







				Authorized Person to Sign and Submit Reports



				Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481



(Director, Deputy Director, and Second Deputy Director may sign reports)







				Mailing Address



				1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308




Kapolei, HI 96707







				Billing Address



				Same as above







				Type of Facility



				Wastewater Treatment Plant







				Pretreatment Program



				Yes







				Reclamation Requirements



				No







				Facility Design Flow



				90 million gallons per day (MGD)







				Receiving Waters



				Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean







				Receiving Water Type



				Marine







				Receiving Water Classification



				Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters (HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B)) 











1.
NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013.



2.
The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes.




B.
Facility Setting



1.
Facility Operation and Location



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No.  001, at Latitude 21° 17’ 01” N and Longitude 157° 54’ 24”W.  



Outfall Serial No.  001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate.



Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent contractor.   



Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.  



Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.  



2.
Receiving Water Classification



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife.




3.
Ocean Discharge Criteria




The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the Director proposes to issue a permit.




4.
Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List




CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of technology‑based effluent limitations on point sources.  



On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii.



The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been established for this waterbody.  



5.
Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations



a.
Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data




Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.  



Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001



				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitation



				Reported Data1







				



				



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily







				Flow



				MGD



				2



				2



				2



				76



				98



				149







				Biochemical Oxygen Demand (5-Day)



				mg/L



				1163



				1603



				2



				1284



				1344



				1804







				



				lbs/day



				79,3303



				109,4213



				2



				64,6534



				69,3274



				107,5444







				



				mg/L



				1195



				1225



				2



				1286



				1376



				1616







				



				lbs/day



				89,4145



				91,5945



				2



				60,3616



				66,0226



				75,8276







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 30 percent removal efficiency from influent stream.



				287







				Total Suspended Solids



				mg/L



				693



				1043



				2



				484



				594



				904







				



				lbs/day



				47,1873



				71,1243



				2



				27,1944



				31,5194



				71,9504







				



				mg/L



				485



				505



				2



				496



				536



				706







				



				lbs/day



				36,3495



				37,4035



				2



				24,4346



				31,8746



				67,2746







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 60 percent removal efficiency from influent stream.



				717







				1
Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 through June 2011.




2
No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required.




3
Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 Consent Decree for the United States of America v the City and County of Honolulu (2010 Consent Decree).  



4
Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010.



5
Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are applicable until the facility is in compliance with secondary treatment standards and became effective in December 2010.  



6
Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013.



7
Data represent minimum percent removal reported.











Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001




				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitation



				Reported Data1







				



				



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Average Daily



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Average Daily







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 ml



				2



				2



				18,0002



				--



				16,4313



				90,500







				Oil and Grease



				mg/L



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				21.9



				79.1







				



				lbs/day



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				12,154



				44,355







				Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons



				mg/L



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				9.5



				18.3







				



				lbs/day



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				5,192



				9,881







				Fats, Oils, and Greases



				mg/L



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				12.5



				63.8







				



				lbs/day



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				6,962



				35,777







				Temperature



				°C



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				28.2



				30.4







				Total Nitrogen



				mg/L



				4



				4



				NA



				24



				29.2



				--







				



				lbs/day



				4



				4



				NA



				13,351



				14,339



				--







				Total Phosphorus



				mg/L



				4



				4



				NA



				3.155



				3.725



				--







				



				lbs/day



				4



				4



				NA



				1,7245



				1,9425



				--







				pH



				s.u.



				Not less than 6.0 nor greater than 9.0



				6.45 – 7.49







				Chronic Toxicity – Ceriodaphnia Dubia 



				TUc



				NA



				NA



				94



				--



				--



				46







				Chronic Toxicity –Tripneustes Gratilla



				TUc



				NA



				NA



				6



				--



				--



				1428.6







				Chlordane



				µg/L



				0.0076



				NA



				0.38



				0.0902



				--



				0.308







				



				lbs/day



				0.0052



				NA



				0.26



				0.0532



				--



				0.308







				Dieldrin



				µg/L



				0.012



				NA



				0.18



				0.037



				--



				0.172







				



				lbs/day



				0.0082



				NA



				0.12



				0.0242



				--



				0.172







				Total Residual Chlorine



				µg/L



				4



				4



				643



				7



				7



				7







				NA = Not Applicable




1
Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006.



2
Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002.




3
Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became effective in November 2006.



4
No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required.




5
Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate.




6
The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.




7
The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data.  











6.
Compliance Summary




The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to April 2011.



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History




				Monitoring Period



				Violation Type



				Pollutant



				Reported Value



				Permit Limitation



				Units







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Chlordane



				1



				0.0076



				µg/L







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Chlordane



				1



				0.0052



				lbs/day







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Dieldrin



				2



				0.012



				µg/L







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Dieldrin



				2



				0.0082



				lbs/day







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Enterococci



				3



				18,000



				CFU/100 mL







				March 2007



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				117



				116



				mg/L







				June 2007



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				119



				116



				mg/L







				October 2007



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				120



				116



				mg/L







				February 2010



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				118



				116



				mg/L







				March 2010



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				119



				116



				mg/L







				March 2011



				Weekly Average



				BOD5



				125



				122



				mg/L







				March 2011



				Weekly Average



				BOD5



				124



				122



				mg/L







				May 2011



				Weekly Average



				BOD5



				124



				122



				mg/L







				May 2011



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				120



				119



				mg/L







				1
Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.  



2
Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 through July 2011.    



3
Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 through July 2011.











7.
December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree)




On May 15, 1995, the U.S.  District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 (2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.  



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance with secondary treatment standards.  The 2010 Consent Decree supersedes requirements in the draft permit.




8.
Planned Changes




In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows:




Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines




				Deadline



				Requirement







				1/1/2019



				Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with design.







				1/1/2022



				Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed with construction.







				1/1/2024 to 12/31/2025



				If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend deadline to no later than 12/31/2038.







				1/1/2030



				If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work.







				12/31/2035



				Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for deadline extension was approved.







				Extended deadline no later than 12/31/2038



				If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete construction of facilities by that deadline.











The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet.



C.
Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations




1.
Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54




On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, Chapter  11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, the state anti‑degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor.



Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54.



2.
Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55




On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.  



Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55.




3.
State Toxics Control Program




NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.  




Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the draft permit.




D.
Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications




The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one or more of three methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern.




1.
Technology-Based Effluent Limitations



a.
Scope and Authority




Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards at 40 CFR 133.



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary Treatment Standards.




The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the EPA Administrator.




Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), and pH.




b.
Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations




During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the facility from January 1993 through December 1997.  



On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described below.




At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as technology-based effluent limitations.




Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations



				Parameter



				Units



				30-Day Average



				7-Day Average







				BOD51



				mg/L



				30



				45







				TSS1



				mg/L



				30



				45







				pH



				standard units



				6.0 – 9.0







				1
The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent.











However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of its applicable NPDES permit.”



Thus, technology-based effluent limitations based on secondary treatment standards established in this permit for BOD5 and TSS are subject to the interim requirements established in the 2010 Consent Decree.  The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet.



2.
Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs)




a.
Scope and Authority




NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state water quality standard.”  



The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine WQBELs in the draft permit.  



Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative criterion, supplemented with other relevant information.




b.
Applicable Water Quality Standards



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54.




(1)
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to implement these standards.



(2)
Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis (RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of the two (2) will be used in the RPA.




40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable.



(3)
Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable potential.  



c.
Determining the Need for WQBELs



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 were analyzed to determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11‑54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most stringent WQS.  



(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.  



Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS.



(2)
Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.    



(3)
Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on human health standards for carcinogens.  



The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for conditions affecting initial dilution.



Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as chlordane and dieldrin.  



On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of concerns were identified with the submitted study:



· The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before selection a “worst-case density profile”.  



· When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of the STCP.  



· The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit initial dilution.  



· The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the vertical ambient water column.  



Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an April 3, 2012 dilution study.  



As with the two (2) previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns were identified in the resubmitted study, including:



· The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity.



· When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of the STCP.  



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis.



DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.  



Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the development of this permit.  



Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens.  



HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.  



However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM.




Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation must be established that is protective of WQS.




Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not be granted.




(4)
Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, Section 11‑54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 are presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.  



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results



				Parameter



				Units



				Maximum Effluent Concentration



				Maximum Projected Concentration



				Applicable Water Quality Standard



				RPA Results







				Antimony, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				1.6



				.044



				15,000



				No







				Arsenic, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				1.5



				0.041



				36



				No







				Beryllium, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				0.44



				0.0038



				0.038



				No







				Cadmium, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				0.13



				0.0036



				9.4



				No







				Chromium, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				4.8



				0.133



				501



				No







				Copper, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				40



				1.106



				3.5



				No







				Cyanide, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				10



				0.277



				1.0



				No







				Lead, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				19



				0.526



				5.9



				No







				Mercury, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				0.06



				0.002



				0.025



				No







				Nickel, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				5.9



				0.196



				8.4



				No







				Selenium, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				1.2



				0.033



				71



				No







				Silver, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				0.80



				0.022



				2.7



				No







				Thallium, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				2.2



				0.061



				16



				No







				Zinc, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				85



				2.351



				91



				No







				Acrolein



				μg/L



				1.4



				0.039



				18



				No







				Benzene



				μg/L



				4.8



				0.042



				13



				No







				Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate



				μg/L



				1.3



				0.036



				16,000



				No







				Chlordane



				μg/L



				0.28



				0.001655



				0.00016



				Yes







				Chloroform



				μg/L



				1.0



				0.009



				5.1



				No







				Dieldrin



				μg/L



				0.083



				0.000995



				0.000025



				Yes







				Diethyl Phthalate



				μg/L



				3.1



				0.086



				590,000



				No







				Endosulfan Sulfate



				μg/L



				0.0090



				0.00025



				0.0087



				No







				Ethylbenzene



				μg/L



				0.8



				0.022



				140



				No







				Malathion



				μg/L



				0.22



				0.006



				0.10



				No







				Phenol



				μg/L



				5.1



				0.141



				170



				No







				Toluene



				μg/L



				21



				0.581



				2,100



				No







				Trichloroethylene



				μg/L



				0.20



				0.002



				26



				No







				1,4-Dichlorobenzene



				μg/L



				1.4



				0.039



				660



				No







				DDT2



				μg/L



				0.024



				0.00021



				0.000008



				Yes







				Total Nitrogen



				μg/L



				1203



				NA



				150.00



				No







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				6.53



				NA



				3.53



				Yes







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen



				μg/L



				1.853



				NA



				5.0



				No







				Total Phosphorus



				μg/L



				8.823



				NA



				20.00



				No







				1
Water quality standard is expressed as Chromium VI.



2
DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD.



3
Maximum annual geometric mean at the edge of the ZOM.











(5)
Reasonable Potential Determination.  



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue monitoring.



Data for the following parameters was not available: 



· Dichlorobromomethane



· Carbon Tetrachloride



· 1,2-Dichloroethane



· Bromoform



· Chlorodibromomethane



· delta-BHC



· Acenaphthylene



· Acrylonitrile



· Anthracene



· Benzo(b)Fluoranthene



· Benzo(k)Fluoranthene



· Benzo(a)Pyrene



· Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether



· Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane



· Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether



· Butylbenzyl Phthalate



· Chlorobenzene



· Chrysene



· Dimethyl Phthalate



· 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine



· beta-Endosulfan



· alpha-Endosulfan



· Fluoranthene



· Fluorene



· Hexachlorocyclopentadiene



· Hexachloroethane



· Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene



· Isophorone



· Methyl Bromide



· Methyl Chloride



· N-Nitrosodimethylamine



· N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine



· N-Nitrosodiphenylamine



· Nitrobenzene



· Para Chlorometa Cresol



· Phenanthrene



· Pyrene



· Tetrachloroethylene



· 1,1-Dichloroethane



· 1,1-Dichloroethylene



· 1,1,1-Trichloroethane



· 1,1,2-Trichloroethane



· 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane



· Benzo(ghi)Perylene



· Benzo(a)Anthracene



· 1,2-Dichlorobenzene



· 1,2-Dichloropropane



· 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene



· 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene



· Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene



· 1,3-Dichlorobenzene



· 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether



· 2-Chloronaphthalene



· 2-Chlorophenol



· 2-Nitrophenol



· Di-n-Octyl Phthalate



· 2,4-Dichlorophenol



· 2,4-Dimethylphenol



· 2,4-Dinitrotoluene



· 2,4-Dinitrophenol



· 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol



· 2,6-Dinitrotoluene



· 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine



· 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether



· 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether



· 4-Nitrophenol



· 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol



· PCB-1016



· 2,3,7,8 TCDD



· Naphthalene



· Pentachlorophenol



· Di-n-Butyl Phthalate



· Benzidine



· Vinyl Chloride



· 4,4'-DDE



· Aldrin



· alpha-BHC



· beta-BHC



· gamma-BHC



· Endrin



· Toxaphene



· Heptachlor



· Heptachlor Epoxide



· Methoxychlor



· PCBs



· Parathion



· Demeton



· Guthion



· Hexachlorobenzene



· Hexachlorobutadiene



· Mirex



· 1,3-Dichloropropylene



· Chloroethane



· Chlorophyll a



· Turbidity



(b)
Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.  



(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water quality standards.   .  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen.  



The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.  



The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below.



d.
WQBEL Calculations



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic life and human health.  



(1)
WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; (3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable potential can be calculated, as described below.  



(a)
For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality standard and the minimum dilution factor; 




(b)
For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best Professional Judgment (BPJ);




(c)
For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard and dilution; and 




(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ.




(2)
WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.   .  Limits based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens.




The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for non‑carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below.



(3)
Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for non-carcinogens to 103:1.   Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation of applicable effluent limitations.   



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for the pollutants below.



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm



Where: 



RWC
=
Receiving water concentration



MEC 
= 
Maximum effluent concentration reported



99%ratio 
=
The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the TSD.



Dm
=
Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic toxicity standards and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for human health standards for carcinogens)   



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in detail.



(a)
Chlordane



i.
Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  



ii.
RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane (n = 81) with an average of 0.064 µg/L and a standard deviation of 0.045 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.69.  Based on a CV of 0.69 and 81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.58.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.  



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.  



Projected Maximum RWC
= 
MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm



=
(0.308 µg/L) x 1.58 x 0.0034



= 
0.001655 µg/L



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard
= 
0.00016 µg/L



The projected maximum receiving water concentration (0.001655 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes effluent limitations for chlordane.



iii.
Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1.



iv.
Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.279 µg/L.  Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.  



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.09 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.  



v.
Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent annual average maximum effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, Chapter11‑54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  Anti‑backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the previous permit if information is available at the time of permit reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available average dilution of 294:1.  



Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a new design flow of 90 MGD, the permittee will have a mass-based effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.  



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations.  



(b)
Dieldrin



i.
Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  



ii.
RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin (n = 81) with an average of 0.025 µg/L and a standard deviation of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.7.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.  



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.  



Projected Maximum RWC
= 
MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm



=
(0.172 µg/L) x 1.7 x 0.0034



= 
0.000995 µg/L



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard
= 
0.000025 µg/L



The projected maximum receiving water concentration (0.000995 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes effluent limitations for dieldrin.



iii.
Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1.



iv.
Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.083 µg/L.  Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.  



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.037 µg/L.   Since the maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.  



v.
Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the previous permit.  



(c)
DDT



i.
DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  



ii.
RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT (n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.6.  Based on a CV of 0.6 and 14 samples, the 99% multiplier from Table 3.1 of the TSD was 2.6.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.  



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.024 μg/L.  



Projected Maximum RWC
= 
MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm



=
(0.024 µg/L) x 2.6 x 0.0034



= 
0.00021 µg/L



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard
= 
0.000008 µg/L



The projected maximum receiving water concentration (0.00026 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes effluent limitations for DDT.



iii.
DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1.



iv.
Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT during the term of the previous permit was 0.024 µg/L.  Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the previous permit was 0.024 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual average effluent limitations.  



v.
Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001.



e.
Nutrients




i. Ammonia Nitrogen




HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia nitrogen:



				Parameter



				Geometric Mean



				Value not to exceed more than 10% of the time



				Value not to exceed more than 2% of the time







				Ammonia Nitrogen (μg/L)



				3.50



				8.50



				15.00











As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”  



Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below:




i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for ammonia nitrogen.




The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen.




ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for analysis.




Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and constitute the decision unit for the analysis.




iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 90 percent of the applicable WQS.



The resulting geomeans were:




				Year



				Result (μg/L)







				2009



				1.42







				2010



				1.6







				2011



				2.01







				2012



				2.25







				2013



				2.53











The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative capacity appears to be present in the receiving water.




iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, reports, and receiving water data trends.



Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented in step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not due to a lack of assimilative capacity.



Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS exceedances within the receiving water.  



Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times the MEC.  



A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been established in this permit.




Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit.



f.
pH 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been carried over.



g.
Enterococcus



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA Section 304(a).  40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) states that where a State has not established a water quality criterion for a specific pollutant with reasonable potential, the permitting authority must establish effluent limitations on a case-by-case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria published under Section 304(a) of the CWA.  Since Outfall Serial No.  001 is beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) off shore, there is no applicable State water quality objective for the discharge, and EPAs criteria for enterococcus specified in 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable.



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5).




The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in EPA’s TDD.



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore antibacksliding requirements are satisfied.



(1)
Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit.



(2)
Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 80th  percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.



The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and installed the disinfection system.  



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has been carried over.



Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the highest monthly geometric mean was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL, however the ultraviolet disinfection system did not come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section11‑55-21, this permit establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by December 31, 2038.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent limitation may not be considered.




The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge is not expected to comply with the proposed limitation.  Final compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified treatment technology, with unknown implementation and operations costs.  Necessary facility upgrades are expected to include costly and time extensive upgrades.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary.




The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035, or December 31, 2038 if the Permittee can demonstrate undue financial hardship.  To minimize cost, increase the efficiency in both the planning and construction of the necessary facility upgrades, and increase treatment efficiency, the planning and construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation should coincide with the 2010 Consent Decree required upgrades.  Requiring facility upgrades independent of the 2010 Consent Decree upgrades may result in an unwarranted economic burden to the Permittee, require additional modifications to the selected treatment technology, reduce the treatment efficiency, and/or increase the operational costs of the selected technology.  Thus, compliance dates and activities have been selected that are consistent with those established in the 2010 Consent Decree, and represent the minimum reasonable time frame to comply with the final effluent limitations.  



HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.”




During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 is 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL).  However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard deviations above the mean, and much higher than any of the other observed geometric means.  The highest observed geometric mean does not appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current facility treatment capabilities.



As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.  



Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit.



h.
Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth.




The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for Tripneustes gratilla.



Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring results for T.  gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as >1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some months).



A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been revised to be consistent with the TST method using T.  gratilla.  



T.  gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, T.  gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T.  gratilla is representative of toxic impacts on local species.  



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific Ocean, including T.gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.” 



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022).



As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2).



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 (49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11‑54‑4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).  



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.  



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, Section 11‑54‑4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration (NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.  



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely exceeding 357 TUc) with T.gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T.  gratilla, an effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted (Outfall Serial No.  001):




IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor





=             100/103




=             0.97%




For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho):




IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.




A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail”




The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 2010
).  



Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford effective protection to aquatic life.  



A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding regulations.



i.
Summary of Final Effluent Limitations



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, mass‑based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established where applicable based on the following formula:



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD)



40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during this permit renewal.




The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS 



				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitations Contained in the Previous Permit



				Proposed Effluent Limitations







				



				



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily







				Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 20 Deg.  C)



				mg/L



				1161



				1601



				--



				30



				45



				--







				



				lbs/day



				79,3302



				109,4212



				--



				22,5183



				33,7773



				--







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 30 percent removal efficiency from the influent stream.



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent.







				Total Suspended Solids (TSS)



				mg/L



				691



				1041



				--



				30



				45



				--







				



				lbs/day



				47,1872



				71,1242



				--



				22,5183



				33,7773



				--







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 60 percent removal efficiency from the influent stream.



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent.







				1
Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree).



2
Based on a design flow of 82 MGD.



3
Based on a design flow of 90 MGD.















Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants 



				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitations Contained in the Previous Permit



				Proposed Effluent Limitations







				



				



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Average Daily



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Maximum Daily







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 ml



				--



				--



				18,0001



				--



				3,6052



				18,0003







				pH



				s.u.



				Not less than 6.0 and not greater than 9.0



				Not less than 6.0 and not greater than 9.0







				Chronic Toxicity – Ceriodaphnia Dubia 



				TUc



				--



				--



				94



				--



				--



				--







				Chronic Toxicity –Tripneustes Gratilla



				TUc



				--



				--



				4



				--



				--



				Pass5







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				47,894







				



				lbs/day



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				35,949







				Chlordane



				µg/L



				0.0076



				--



				0.38



				0.05



				--



				0.38







				



				lbs/day



				0.0052



				--



				0.26



				0.037



				--



				0.28







				Dieldrin



				µg/L



				0.012



				--



				0.18



				0.0074



				--



				0.18







				



				lbs/day



				0.0082



				--



				0.12



				0.0056



				--



				0.14







				DDT6



				µg/L



				--



				--



				--



				0.0024



				--



				0.094







				



				lbs/day



				--



				--



				--



				0.0018



				--



				0.071







				Total Residual Chlorine



				µg/L



				--



				--



				64



				--



				--



				--7







				1
Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation.



2
Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible.



3
Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean.



4
The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.



5
“Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet.



6
DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD.



7
The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not applicable.  















j.
Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 40 CFR 122.44(l).    



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent limitations are based on new information that was not available during the drafting of the previous permit.  



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin.



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations.  



k.
Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, Section 11‑54‑1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional antidegradation analysis is not necessary.



The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses will be maintained and protected.  



E.
Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements



1.
Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria from 11-54-6(b)(3).



Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data 



				Parameter



				Units



				Applicable Water Quality Standard



				Maximum Reported Concentration1







				Total Nitrogen



				μg/L



				1502



				23,302







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				3.52



				11,900







				Nitrate + Nitrite



				μg/L



				5.02



				110







				Orthophosphate Phosphorus



				μg/L



				--



				3,440







				Total Phosphorus



				μg/L



				202



				2,900







				Chlorophyll a



				μg/L



				0.302



				0.923







				Turbidity



				NTU



				0.502



				82.5







				TSS



				mg/L



				--



				38.7







				pH



				s.u.



				3



				7.0







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				4



				2.38











				Temperature



				°C



				5



				26.5







				Salinity



				ppm



				6



				7,200







				1
Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010



2
Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean.



3
pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0.



4
Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation.



5
Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions.



6
Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors.











2.
Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data



a.
Shoreline Stations 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from January 2009 to December 2013.



Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations 



				Station



				Geometric Mean1







				



				Enterococcus







				



				CFU/100 mL







				S1



				7.05







				S2



				2.22







				S5



				7.16







				S7



				4.26







				S8



				10.94







				Water Quality Standard



				35







				1
Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from January 2009 to December 2013. 











b.
Nearshore Stations 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly DMRs from 2009 through 2013.



Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations 



				Station



				Highest Annual Geometric Mean1







				



				Enterococcus



				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen2



				Ammonia Nitrogen2



				Total Nitrogen2



				Total Phosphorus2



				Turbidity2



				Chlorophyll a2







				



				CFU/100 mL



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				NTU



				µg/L







				R1



				1.83



				--



				--



				123



				14.6



				--



				1.11







				R2



				1.52



				--



				--



				121



				12.0



				--



				0.91







				R3



				1.97



				--



				--



				115



				10.8



				--



				0.71







				C1



				1.11



				3.42



				2.67



				102



				8.9



				0.38



				0.25







				C2



				1.25



				3.42



				3.08



				102



				8.8



				0.35



				0.29







				C3



				1.25



				1.82



				3.47



				98



				8.4



				0.25



				0.29







				C4



				1.23



				1.41



				2.31



				98



				8.5



				0.29



				0.29







				C5



				1.26



				2.01



				2.50



				99



				8.4



				0.35



				0.31







				C6



				1.14



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--







				Water Quality Standard



				35



				5.0



				3.5



				150



				20



				0.50



				0.30







				1
Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013.



2
Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling points at each station. 











c.
Offshore Stations 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly DMRs from 2009 through 2013.



Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations 



				Station



				Highest Annual Geometric Mean1







				



				Enterococcus



				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen2



				Ammonia Nitrogen2



				Total Nitrogen2



				Total Phosphorus2



				Turbidity2



				Chlorophyll a2







				



				CFU/100 mL



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				NTU



				µg/L







				D1



				1.30



				1.62



				2.84



				105



				8.50



				0.25



				0.26







				D2



				1.39



				1.28



				3.74



				107



				8.67



				0.23



				0.19







				D3



				1.33



				1.40



				4.38



				119



				8.72



				0.21



				0.22







				D4



				1.33



				1.15



				2.23



				111



				8.48



				0.26



				0.2







				D5



				1.41



				1.20



				1.94



				114



				8.17



				0.25



				0.27







				D6



				1.09



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--







				E1



				1.31



				1.79



				2.41



				116



				8.35



				0.24



				0.23







				E2



				1.32



				1.85



				3.36



				110



				8.75



				0.27



				0.17







				E3



				1.35



				1.62



				6.53



				120



				8.82



				0.22



				0.21







				E4



				1.69



				1.94



				3.23



				103



				8.44



				0.22



				0.18







				E5



				1.23



				2.12



				2.94



				108



				9.22



				0.26



				0.2







				E6



				1.13



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--







				Water Quality Standard



				35



				5.03



				3.54



				150



				20



				0.50



				0.305







				1
Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013.



2
Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling points at each station. 



3
The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton.




4
The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle.



5
The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom.
















3.
Proposed Receiving Water Limitations



a.
Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility



(1)
The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not exceed applicable water quality standards.  



(2)
Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”.  As such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.  



The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, dated December 30, 2005.



(3)
The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational areas in marine recreational waters:



(a)
Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.  



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses will be maintained and protected.



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established end-of-pipe are based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as receiving water limitations for the protection of human health.



(b)
At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters.



(c)
Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count.



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, Section 11-54-8(b).    



(4)
As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 300 meters from shore have not been established.



b.
Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”



				Parameter



				Units



				Geometric mean not to exceed the given value



				Not to exceed the given value more than 10% of the time



				Not to exceed the given value more than 2% of the time







				Total Nitrogen



				μg/L



				150.00



				250.00



				350.00







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				3.50



				8.50



				15.00







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 



				μg/L



				5.00



				14.00



				25.00







				Total Phosphorus



				μg/L



				20.00



				40.00



				60.00







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				0.20



				0.50



				0.85







				Chlorophyll a 



				μg/L



				0.30



				0.90



				1.75







				Turbidity 



				NTU



				0.50



				1.25



				2.00







				pH



				standard units



				Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0.







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a function of ambient water temperature and salinity.







				Temperature



				°C



				Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions.







				Salinity



				ppm



				Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors.











The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for “Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No.  001, as seen in the table above.  



The discharges from Outfall Serial No.  001 shall comply with the values listed in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.  



These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained from the previous permit.



c.
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM)



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet along the centerline of the diffuser.  



HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of the ZOM is located at Latitude 21° 16’ 58” N and Longitude 157° 54’ 21” W, with the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.  



(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The following findings were considered:




(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.  



Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.  



An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has not been negatively impacted.




Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact on the health of the fish studied in the survey.



Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health or community structure.



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution would be negatively impacted by current conditions.  



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.  



(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless the application and supporting information clearly show: that the continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5):




(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or operation would cause severe hardship to the residents.



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore.




(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No information is known that would revise the finding during the previous permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the public.




(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable technology-based effluent limitations.  



The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).  



Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.  



For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM stations.



The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this Fact Sheet.



F.
Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to:



· Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions established by the DOH;



· Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of pollution arising from waste discharge;



· Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and other standards; and,



· Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories.



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.  



1.
Influent Monitoring



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of the draft permit.



2.
Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001.



a.
Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of said pollutants.  



b.
Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring requirements for other nutrients.



c.
Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.  



d.
Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based effluent limitations.



e.
Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.   




f.
Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.  



g.
 Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials”, and in the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is included as an attachment to the draft permit.



h.
Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.  



i.
Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs.



3.
Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.  



4.
Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements



a.
Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.1 of the draft permit.



b.
Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.  



In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.  



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.



c.
Offshore Water Quality Monitoring



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.3 of the draft permit.



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.



d.
Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations:



				Location



				Station Name



				Number of Samples at Each Station (Including Replicates)







				



				



				Chemistry



				Benthic Organisms







				Nearshore



				C1A



				2



				3







				



				C2A



				2



				3







				



				C3A



				2



				3







				



				C5A



				2



				3







				Offshore



				D1



				2



				3







				



				D2



				2



				3







				



				D3



				2



				3







				



				D5



				2



				3







				



				E1



				1



				3







				



				E2



				1



				3







				



				E3



				1



				3







				



				E5



				1



				3











The previous permit also required monitoring at station C4, D4, and E4.  However, stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.



e.
Fish Monitoring



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two fish monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.




f.
Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.  



G.
Rationale for Provisions



1.
Standard Provisions



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.  



2.
Monitoring and Reporting Requirements



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.  



3.
Special Provisions



a.
Reopener Provisions



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.  



b.
Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements 



(1)
Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail in Part B.2 of the draft permit.   



4.
Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities



a.
Pretreatment Requirements



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11‑55‑24.



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There are currently 21 non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight food/drink manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.  



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease.



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The Permittee was denied reissuance of the 301(h) variance, and urban area pretreatment requirements are no longer required and have been removed.  



b.
Biosolids Requirements



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.   



5.
Other Special Provisions



a.
Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the draft permit.



b.
Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.  
 



c.
The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit.



H.
Public Participation



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their comments in writing either in person or by mail, to: 



Clean Water Branch 



Environmental Management Division



919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301



Honolulu, HI 96814-4920



LORETTA J.  FUDDY, A.C.S.W., M.P.H.




DIRECTOR OF HEALTH









NEIL ABERCROMBIE




GOVERNOR OF HAWAII









� EMBED Word.Picture.8 ���









In reply, please refer to:




File:



















� U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water.
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PERMIT NO. HI 0020117



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 




NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 




In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, (33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11‑54 and 11‑55, Department of Health (DOH), State of Hawaii,




CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES



(hereinafter PERMITTEE),




is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01” N and Longitude 157°54’24” W, 



from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, Honolulu, Hawaii,




in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at: 



http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/.



All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable regulations in Title 40 of the CFR. 




This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on ____________2014.



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will expire at midnight, ______________, 2014.



Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014. 




____________________________ 




(For) Director of Health 
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APPENDIX 1.
MONITORING METHODS



ATTACHMENT: STANDARD NPDES PERMIT CONDITIONS (VERSION 14)




A.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 




1.
During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited and monitored as specified below.



				Effluent




Characteristics



				Discharge Limitations1



				Monitoring Requirements







				



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily



				Units



				Measurement Frequency



				Sample Type







				Flow 



				2



				2



				2



				MGD



				Continuous/




Estimate4



				--







				Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 20 Deg. C)



				30



				45



				3



				mg/L



				1/Day4



				24-Hour Composite







				



				22,518



				33,777



				3



				lbs/day



				



				







				



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent



				



				







				Total Suspended Solids (TSS)



				30



				45



				3



				mg/L



				1/Day4



				24-Hour Composite







				



				22,518



				33,777



				3



				lbs/day



				



				







				



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent



				



				



				



				



				











MGD – Million Gallons per Day



1
Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula: 






lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD)




2
The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow.



3
The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results.



4
Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit




				Effluent




Characteristics



				Discharge Limitations1



				Monitoring Requirements







				



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Maximum Daily



				Units



				Measurement Frequency



				Sample Type







				pH



				Not less than 6.0 and not greater than 9.0



				s.u.



				5/Week



				Grab







				Chronic Toxicity



				--



				--



				Pass3



				Pass/Fail



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				Chlordane



				0.05



				--



				0.38



				µg/L



				1/Month2



				24-Hour Composite







				



				0.037



				--



				0.28



				lbs/day



				



				







				Dieldrin



				0.0074



				--



				0.18



				µg/L



				1/Month2



				24-Hour Composite







				



				0.0056



				--



				0.14



				lbs/day



				



				







				DDT4



				0.0024



				--



				0.094



				µg/L



				1/Month2



				24-Hour Composite







				



				0.0018



				--



				0.071



				lbs/day



				



				







				Enterococci



				--



				3,6055



				18,0006



				CFU/100mL



				1/Day7



				Grab8







				Total Oil and Grease



				--



				--



				9



				mg/L



				3/Week2



				Grab







				



				--



				--



				9



				lbs/day



				



				







				Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons



				--



				9



				9



				mg/L



				3/Week2



				Grab10







				



				--



				9



				9



				lbs/day



				



				







				Fats, Oils, and Grease



				--



				9



				9



				mg/L



				3/Week2



				Calculate11







				



				--



				9



				9



				lbs/day



				



				







				Temperature



				--



				9



				9



				°C



				1/Week



				Grab







				Total Nitrogen



				9



				9



				--



				µg/L



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				



				9



				9



				--



				lbs/day



				



				







				Total Phosphorus



				9



				9



				--



				µg/L



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				



				9



				9



				--



				lbs/day



				



				







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen (NO3+NO2)



				9



				9



				--



				µg/L



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				



				9



				9



				--



				lbs/day



				



				







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				9



				9



				47,894



				µg/L



				



				







				



				--



				--



				35,949



				lbs/day



				



				







				Turbidity



				9



				9



				--



				NTU



				1/Month



				Grab







				Remaining Pollutants12



				9



				9



				--



				μg/l



				2/Year



				13











N/A – Not Applicable




1
Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula: 






lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD)




2
Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit




3
“Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit.




4
DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD.



5
Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit.



6
Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated using a daily geometric mean.



7
Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample. 



8
Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99..



9
The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results.



10
Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 24 hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting.



11
Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons.




12
The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above. Results shall be submitted with the discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred.



13
The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1.



2.
For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, monitoring shall be conducted on the same day. 



3.
All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two months (i.e., for discharge parameters monitored once per week). 



4.
Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted.



5.
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this permit shall be taken at the following locations:




a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be taken:




i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer;



ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and 



iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be obtained. 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples shall be taken:




i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment processes; and 



ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples of the final effluent can be obtained.




6.
Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus




a. The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the following interim effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001. The interim effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the effective date of this permit until December 31, 2038.




				Parameter



				Interim Effluent Limitations



				Monitoring Requirements







				



				Monthly Geometric Mean



				Units



				Measurement Frequency



				Sample Type







				Enterococcus



				16,431



				CFU/100 mL



				1/Day



				Grab1











1
Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample collected between 12 noon and 3:00 pm. Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Membrane Filter Test Method for Enterococci in Water (EPA 821-R-97-004, May 1997) or ASTM D6503-99. 




b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. These tasks shall be completed as soon as reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified below.



				Task



				Compliance Date







				1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to DOH.



				January 1, 2015







				2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree.




The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				January 1, 2016







				3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				January 1, 2019







				4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				January 1, 2030







				5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				June 30, 2038







				6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit.



				December 31, 2038







				7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim compliance task. The report shall further include status updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus.



				Annually by January 1st and 14 days prior to each interim date.











c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim compliance task. The report shall further include status updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus.



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage or take direct enforcement action.




B.
WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS




1.
Monitoring Frequency




The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures outlined below. 



For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period.




2.
Test Species and Methods




The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R‑95/136,1995).



3.
Chronic WET Permit Limit




All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director. For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010). For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho):




IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.



For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used.




A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the DMR form. A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” on the DMR form. To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. If a test result is reported as “Fail”, then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 (Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit.



4.
Quality Assurance




a.
Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual previously referenced. Additional requirements are specified below.




b.
This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC (for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent. 



c.
Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995). If the dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a second control using culture water shall also be used. 



d.
If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with a reference toxicant shall be conducted. If organisms are cultured in‑house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient. Reference toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.).




e.
All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing (40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000).




f.
If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days.




g.
If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written approval by the Director.




5.
Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan




Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review. This plan shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at minimum:




a.
A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and treatment system efficiency.




b.
A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used in operations at the facility.




c.
An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside contractor).




d.
A flow chart of the workplan steps. 




6.
Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process




a.
If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test method. This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit. If the additional toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency.




b.
If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity tests using the same species and test method, approximately every two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period. This testing shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit. If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency.




c.
If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions.




d.
The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of a TRE. 



e.
Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the Director. The TIE plan, at a minimum shall:



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in developing TIE procedures.



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data.



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort.



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program.



(5) Establish a monitoring program.



(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE effort.



(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE manipulations.



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such as pollutant scans for toxic effluent.



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team conducting the TIE results interpretation.



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive.




The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE. 




7.
Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results




a.
The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where:




percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100,




and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for the IWC mean response and the Control mean response.




b.
The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted. The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations.




c.
The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation. This notification shall describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by this permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no action has been taken.




8.
Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity




In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to chronic toxicity.



.



C.
WATER QUALITY CRITERIA 




1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters




a.
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine recreational water:




(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period between 25 and 30 calendar days. No single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the site‑specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level. Marine recreational waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test described above, shall not be lowered in quality.




(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters.




(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count.



b.
Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this permit. 



2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters:



a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012.




b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water.



c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated:



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director.




(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed in HAR 11-54(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director.




(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, on average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3).




(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, or other controllable sources of pollutants, include:




i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom deposits;




ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials;




iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the receiving waters;




iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or in combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any beneficial use of the water;




v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations which produce undesirable aquatic life; and




vi.
Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 




D.
ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING LIMITATIONS



1.
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID)




The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open coastal waters beyond the ZID:



				Parameter



				Units



				Geometric mean not to exceed the given value



				Not to exceed the given value more than 10% of the time



				Not to exceed  the given value more than 2% of the time







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				0.20



				0.50



				0.85







				Turbidity



				NTU



				0.50



				1.25



				2.00







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a function of ambient water temperature and salinity.











Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit.




2.
Zone of Mixing (ZOM)



The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open coastal waters beyond the ZOM:



				Parameter



				Units



				Geometric mean not to exceed the given value



				Not to exceed the given value more than 10% of the time



				Not to exceed  the given value more than 2% of the time







				Total Nitrogen



				µg/L



				150.00



				250.00



				350.00







				Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen



				µg/L



				5.00



				14.00



				25.00







				Total Phosphorus



				µg/L



				20.00



				40.00



				60.00







				Chlorophyll a



				µg/L



				0.30



				0.90



				1.75







				pH



				s.u.



				Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0.







				Temperature



				°C



				Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from ambient conditions.







				Salinity



				ppt



				Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors.











1
To be evaluated on an annual basis.



Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in Part E of this Permit. The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall be evaluated based on a calendar year.




E.
RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS




The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, and offshore stations, as described below. 



1.
Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring




Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C of this permit. 



The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations:




				Station



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				S1



				Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park



				21° 18’ 41.1”N



				157° 53’ 21.4”W







				S2



				Center of Sand Island Beach Park



				21° 17’ 59.8”N



				157° 53’ 02.7”W







				S5



				East End of Ala Moana Beach Park



				21° 17’ 14.8”N



				157° 50’ 46.6”W







				S7



				Kakaako Park 



				21° 17’ 34.8”N



				157° 51’ 53.4”W







				S8



				Fort DeRussy Beach Park



				21° 16’ 40.6”N



				157° 50’ 02.2”W











The following water quality parameters shall be sampled:




				Parameter



				Units



				Sample Type



				Monitoring Frequency







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 mL



				Surface Grab



				7/Month1







				Visual Observations



				--



				Visual



				7/Month1,2







				1
Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur between sampling events.




2
Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of sewage shall be noted on the log sheet.











Monitoring results shall be reported in the monthly DMRs. The DMRs submitted shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.



2.
Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring




Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with State water quality standards. Sampling of nearshore stations shall be coordinated with shoreline sampling. 



The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations:




				Station1



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				R1



				Keehi Lagoon (North)



				21° 18’ 36.9”N



				157° 54’ 17.2”W







				R2



				Keehi Lagoon (South)



				21° 18’ 08.7”N



				157° 54’ 16.8”W







				R3



				Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel)



				21° 18’ 16.1”N



				157° 53’ 42.8”W







				C1A



				Middle Reef Runway (Airport)



				21° 17’ 39.0”N



				157° 55’ 28.0”W







				C2A



				East Reef Runway (Airport)



				21° 17’ 21.7”N



				157° 54’ 36.5”W







				C3A



				Outside Sand Island Park



				21° 17’ 16.9”N



				157° 53’ 34.9”W







				C4



				Near Kakaako Park



				21° 17’ 19.9”N



				157° 52’ 03.3”W







				C5A



				Near Ala Moana Park



				21° 16’ 53.6”N



				157° 51’ 24.2”W







				1
R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour.











The following water quality parameters shall be sampled:




				Parameter



				Units



				Sample Type



				Monitoring Stations



				Monitoring Frequency







				Transparency



				meters



				Secchi Disc



				R, C



				1/Month







				Visual Observations



				--



				Visual



				R, C



				7/Month







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				pH



				s.u.



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Temperature



				°C



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Salinity



				ppt



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				Secchi Disc



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Turbidity



				NTU



				Grab



				C2



				1/Quarter







				Total Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab



				C2



				1/Quarter







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab



				R, C2



				1/Quarter







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab



				C2



				1/Quarter







				Total Phosphorus



				µg/L



				Grab



				R, C2



				1/Quarter







				Chlorophyll a



				µg/L



				Grab



				R, C2



				1/Quarter







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 mL



				Grab



				R, C2



				7/Month







				C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A.




R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3.




1
A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals. 



2
At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom.











Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters with quarterly monitoring requirements. The DMRs submitted shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.




3.
Offshore Water Quality Monitoring




Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with State water quality standards. Offshore stations shall be located using a global positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters. 



The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations:




				Station1



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				D1



				Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 



				21° 17’ 23.2”N



				157° 55’ 30.1”W







				D2



				North West ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 56.7”N



				157° 54’ 35.4”W







				D3



				Near North East ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 56.2”N



				157° 53’ 49.1”W







				D4



				Outside Kakaako Park



				21° 16’ 59.3”N



				157° 52’ 25.5”W







				D5



				South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 37.3”N



				157° 51’ 31.6”W







				E1



				North (inshore) ZOM Boundary



				21° 17’ 10.5”N



				157° 55’ 32.8”W







				E2



				South West ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 43.0”N



				157° 54’ 39.0”W 







				E3



				Near South East ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 43.3”N



				157° 53’ 49.9”W







				E4



				Outside Kakaako Park



				21° 16’ 47.1”N



				157° 52’ 33.3”W







				E5



				Outside Ala Moana Park



				21° 16’ 22.8”N



				157° 51’ 40.9”W







				1
D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) contour.











The following water quality parameters shall be sampled:




				Parameter



				Units



				Sample Type



				Monitoring Frequency







				Transparency



				meters



				Secchi Disc



				1/Month







				Visual Observations



				--



				Visual



				1/Month







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				pH



				s.u.



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				Temperature



				°C



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				Salinity



				ppt



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				Secchi Disc



				1/Quarter







				Turbidity



				NTU



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Total Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Total Phosphorus



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Chlorophyll a



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 mL



				Grab2



				1/Month







				1
A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality parameter. Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals. 



2
Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. Results for surface, mid-depth, and bottom shall be reported.











Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters with quarterly monitoring requirements. The DMRs submitted shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.




4.
Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring




The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below. The stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 (C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic monitoring. The number of samples required at each station is as follows:




				Station



				Number of Samples at Each Station (including Replicates)







				



				Chemistry



				Benthic Organisms







				Nearshore 



				C1A



				2



				3







				



				C2A



				2



				3







				



				C3A



				2



				3







				



				C5A



				2



				3







				Offshore



				D1



				2



				3







				



				D2



				2



				3







				



				D3



				2



				3







				



				D5



				2



				3







				



				E1



				1



				3







				



				E2



				1



				3







				



				E3



				1



				3







				



				E5



				1



				3







				In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size analysis.











Each station shall be monitored in August or September annually for the parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and biological samples shall be collected and processed in accordance with protocols found in Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9‑86-004 1987). 



a.
Sediment Chemistry




Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen grab sampler. Sediment samples for chemical analyses shall be taken from the top 2 centimeters of the grab sample and analyzed for the parameters listed below, using methods developed by National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality. For metals, the Permittee shall attempt to achieve target detection limits five times lower than the Effects Range Low (ERL), or the concentration at which 10 percent of the studies show effects. Analytical results shall be reported on a dry weight basis.





Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and two (2) of this permit. 



				Parameter



				Units







				Grain Size



				phi







				Total Organic Carbon



				percent







				Oxidation-reduction potential



				EH; mv







				Total Nitrogen



				mg/kg







				Acid volatile sulfides



				mg/kg







				Metals







				Aluminum



				mg/kg







				Arsenic



				mg/kg







				Beryllium



				mg/kg







				Cadmium



				mg/kg







				Chromium



				mg/kg







				Copper



				mg/kg







				Iron



				mg/kg







				Lead



				mg/kg







				Mercury



				mg/kg







				Nickel



				mg/kg







				Selenium



				mg/kg







				Silver



				mg/kg







				Zinc



				mg/kg







				DDTs







				2,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT







				Aldrin



				µg/kg







				Alpha-chlordane



				µg/kg







				Dieldrin



				µg/kg







				Endrin



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor epoxide



				µg/kg







				Hexachlorobenzene



				µg/kg







				Lindane (gamma-BHC)



				µg/kg







				Mirex



				µg/kg







				Trans-Nonachlor



				µg/kg







				PCBs







				PCB Congeners1



				µg/kg







				Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)







				Acenaphthene



				µg/kg







				Anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benz(a)anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(a)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(b)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(e)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(g,h,i)perylene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(k)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Biphenyl



				µg/kg







				Chrysene



				µg/kg







				Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene



				µg/kg







				2,6-dimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg







				Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				C1-Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Fluorene



				µg/kg







				Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene



				µg/kg







				2-methylphenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Naphthalene



				µg/kg







				Perylene



				µg/kg







				Phenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Pyrene



				µg/kg







				2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg







				1
PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209.











b.
Benthic Infauna Analyses



Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van Veen grab sampler. A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen. Organisms retained on the sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage.



All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of community parameters shall include, but not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals per species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of species per station, total numerical abundance, and biomass. Biomass shall be estimated from wet weight measurements for the following taxa: molluscs, echinoderms, polychaetes, crustaceans, and other taxa.




Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community changes. Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also be conducted. Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data.




5.
Fish Monitoring




The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore stations identified as follows. Each station shall be sampled annually in August or September by hook-and-line, or by setting baited lines or traps.




				Station



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				Outfall



				In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, centered on the given coordinates



				21°16’58”N



				157°54’21”W







				FR3



				Maunalua Bay Reference Station



				21°17’25.6”N



				158°06’57.3”W







				FR4



				Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2



				21°19’37.5”N



				158°08’29.4”W







				1
Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour.











Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, and wet weight (grams). Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall. A summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report.




During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue to be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, akule) and representative of fish caught by recreational and commercial fishermen near the facility’s outfall. To minimize multiple source uncertainties, migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., many kilometers) shall not be selected. For selected species, chemical analyses shall be performed annually on a composite sample of standardized muscle tissue collected from at least three individuals. Chemical analyses shall be performed for pollutants specified in the table below. After the third year of testing, the EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to include only those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) through three (3) of this permit.




				Parameter



				Units







				Total Lipid



				percent







				Metals







				Arsenic



				mg/kg







				Mercury



				mg/kg







				DDTs







				2,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT







				Aldrin



				µg/kg







				Alpha-chlordane



				µg/kg







				Dieldrin



				µg/kg







				Endrin



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor epoxide



				µg/kg







				Hexachlorobenzene



				µg/kg







				Lindane (gamma-BHC)



				µg/kg







				Mirex



				µg/kg







				Trans-Nonachlor



				µg/kg







				PCBs







				PCB Congeners1



				µg/kg







				Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)







				Acenaphthene



				µg/kg







				Anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benz(a)anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(a)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(b)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(e)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(g,h,i)perylene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(k)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Biphenyl



				µg/kg







				Chrysene



				µg/kg







				Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene



				µg/kg







				2,6-dimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg







				Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				C1-Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Fluorene



				µg/kg







				Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene



				µg/kg







				2-methylphenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Naphthalene



				µg/kg







				Perylene



				µg/kg







				Phenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Pyrene



				µg/kg







				2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg











1
PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209.




6.
Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study




a. Within 3 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, E-2, and E-3). In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM. The Study shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the receiving water for ammonia nitrogen. The Permittee shall provide an analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard). The analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to the ambient monitoring stations. The analysis should demonstrate whether assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time. 




The permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water.



i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH. The Work Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify any known potential challenges to completing the study.




The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions.




ii. Within 2 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and provide any preliminary data and results available at that time.




iii. Within 3 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and results of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a minimum and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and verifies the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.




b.
In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards.



7.
Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs




The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by March 31 of each year. The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall include, at minimum:




a.
A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.).




b.
A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.).




c.
A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or measurements. A description of the sample collection and preservation procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report.




d.
A description of methods used for laboratory analyses. Variations in procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to the EPA and DOH, before implementation. All such variations must be reported with the analytical results.




e.
An in-depth discussion of monitoring results. All tabulations and computations shall be explained.




8.
Protocols and Methods




The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and analyses:




				Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses







				Water quality samples (collection and process); sediment and biological samples



				Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-004, 1987)







				Sediment samples handling



				Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 1981)







				Sediment Analysis



				NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality



Methods for the Determination of Metals in Environmental Samples




Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-846, Method 8270







				Benthic community structure analysis



				Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987)







				Fish tissue analysis



				Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 1986)



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality




Methods for the Determination of Metals in Environmental Samples




Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-846











F.
WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM



The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless otherwise instructed by the DOH. The report shall include, at a minimum, an evaluation of critical parameters, including the following:



1.
Flow;



2.
BOD5 loading;




3.
TSS loading;




4.
Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes;




5.
Growth potential of the service area;




6.
Impact of new regulations;




7.
Bypasses and overflows;




8.
Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and,




9.
Treatment capacity based on additional information.




G.
PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS



1.
The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any subsequent regulatory revisions. Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete the actions within six (6) months from the issuance date of this permit or the effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later. For violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA. The DOH and EPA may initiate enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA. 



2.
The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, appropriate, and effective enforcement actions. The Permittee shall cause non‑domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the case of a new non‑domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge.




3.
The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to:




a.
Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1);




b.
Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively;




c.
Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and



d.
Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3).



4. The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following:




a.
During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial users.




The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan. A second level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve timely compliance.




Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria.




b.
Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 125.65(c)(1)(iii).




c.
Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to:




(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 40 CFR 125.65;




(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant loadings to the treatment plant;




(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for pollutants requiring local limits; and,




(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified.




d.
The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the following schedule:




(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months after the permit effective date;




(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 12 months after the permit effective date; and,




(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and EPA.



5.
The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the adoption of this permit. 



6.
The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its pretreatment activities over the previous year. In the event that the Permittee is not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements. This annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be limited to, the following information:



a.
A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 24‑hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit. The Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos. Sludge monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit. The Permittee shall also provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136;



b.
A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by non-domestic users of the collection system. The discussion shall include the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass through;




c.
An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief explanation for each change. The list shall identify the SIUs subject to federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to local limitations;




d.
The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by providing a list or table which includes the following information:




(1)
Name of the SIU;




(2)
Category, if subject to federal categorical standards;




(3)
The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place;




(4)
The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year;




(5)
The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year;




(6)
For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, whether all required certifications were provided;




(7)
A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the violations were for categorical standards or local limits;




(8)
Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and, 



(9)
Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to return the SIU to compliance. Describe the type of action, final compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, if any. Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into compliance.



e.
A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs; 



f.
A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement policy, funding levels, or staffing levels;




g.
A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and,




h.
A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii).



H.
SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS



1.
Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements




a.
General Conditions and Requirements




(1)
Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices




(a)
The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, Chapters 11‑58.1 and 11-62.



(b)
Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is generated shall be considered to be surface disposal. The storage site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. If the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b).




(c)
The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761.




(d)
If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate disposal practice.




(2)
Duty to Mitigate



(a)
The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following:




(i)
All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11‑62, whether the Permittee uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party for further treatment, use, or disposal.




(ii)
Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62.



(iii)
Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate an underground drinking water source.




(iv)
Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a public nuisance.




(v)
Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to keep sludge contained.




(b)
The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the environment.




(3)
Other Conditions




(a)
The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a pollutant or practice not covered in this permit.




(b)
The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other conditions of this permit. In the event of a conflict, those requirements more protective of the environment shall apply.




(c)
The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA independently of being included in this permit.




b.
Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements




(1)
Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified below:




(a)
Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills




				Monitoring Parameter/Test Procedures



				Limitation



				Monitoring Frequency







				Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B)



				No “Free Liquids”1



				1/Year







				Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) Test2



				2



				1/Year







				Priority Pollutants3



				N/A



				1/Year4







				N/A = Not Applicable




1
“Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095.




2
The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity Characteristic.




3
Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a).




4
The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the pretreatment program.











(b)
Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




				Parameter



				Limitation (Mg/kg)



				Monitoring Frequency







				



				0<25 m



				25<50 m



				50<75 m



				75<100 m



				100<125 m



				125<150 m



				>150 m



				







				Arsenic1



				30



				34



				39



				46



				53



				62



				73



				2







				Chromium1



				200



				220



				260



				300



				360



				450



				600



				2







				Nickel1



				210



				240



				270



				320



				390



				420



				420



				2







				TCLP Test3



				3



				1/Year







				Priority Pollutants4



				N/A



				1/Year5











m = Meter




N/A = Not Applicable




1
The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line.




2
Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table:




				Annual Production, Dry Weight




(Metric Tons/Year)



				Monitoring Frequency







				0 - 290



				1/Year




(November)







				290 – 1,500



				1/Quarter 




(Feb/May/Aug/Dec)







				1,500 – 15,000



				6/Year




(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec)







				>15,000



				1/Month











3
The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity Characteristic.




4
Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a).




5
The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the pretreatment program.




(c)
Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch.



c.
Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill




(1)
The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1.




(2)
Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test).



d.
Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge‑only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




(1)
Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits requested by the Director.




(2)
The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer contamination.




e.
Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch.



f.
Notification Requirements



(1)
If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior to shipment.




(2)
The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the non-compliance. A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee becomes aware of the non-compliance.




(3)
The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit.




g.
Annual Report




By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director. The report shall provide the following information:




(1)
Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons).




(2)
Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b.




(3)
If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the Permittee shall include the following certification statement:




"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that there are significant penalties for false certification including fine and imprisonment."




(4)
If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following information shall be included:




(a)
Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27.




(b)
Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different from Permittee.




(c)
Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface disposal site.




(d)
Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by a groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination.




(5)
If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included:




(a)
Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's report, if submitted to EPA separately.




(b)
Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing further treatment/blending prior to land application.




(c)
Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge (street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels.




(d)
Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate determined for each crop.




(e)
Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of non‑exceptional quality sludge.




(6)
If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included:




(a)
Age of stored sludge.




(b)
Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different from Permittee.




(c)
Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude).




(7)
If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included.




(8)
Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:  



https://eha cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. 



You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original signature and date.




(9)
A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the following addresses:




Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5)




Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9




75 Hawthorne Street




San Francisco, CA  94105




Wastewater Sludge Program Manager




Wastewater Branch




Environmental Management Division




Department of Health




919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309






Honolulu, HI 96814-4920



2.
Requirements for Receiving Sludge




a.
Approval




Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters. 



b.
Reporting




The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs.




c.
Retraction




The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring results be in non‑compliance with this permit, or the Director deems necessary.




I.
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS




1.
Schedule of Submission




a.
Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs




(1)
Effluent Monitoring Program




Within 30 days after the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program which complies with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval.



(2)
The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the following:




(a)
Sampling location map;




(b)
Sample holding time;




(c)
Preservation techniques;







(d)
Test method and method detection level; and




(e)
Quality control measures.



The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the approved program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit.




Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection limit of the method.




If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the method or a reference to a published method.



2.
Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements




a.
Certification of Transmittals




Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11‑55‑07(b), with the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory:




“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or imprisonment for knowing violations.”




b.
Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal.




Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing of the document(s).




c.
Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results




(1)
All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall be performed as specified in this permit.




(2)
In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall be reported as total recoverable.



(3)
Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) form (EPA No. 3320‑1). The results of all monitoring required by this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this permit.




(4)
For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML). 



(a)
The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte that can be detected with 99% confidence.




(b)
The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL.




Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”).




(5)
Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR form shall so state.




(6)
All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA).



d.
Additional Monitoring by the Permittee




If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated.




e.
Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR




The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr.




DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director.



f.
Schedule of Submission



(1)
The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below.




				Report



				Reporting Period



				Report Due Date







				Discharge Monitoring Report



				1/Month



				28th day of the month following completed reporting period







				SIU Compliance Status Report



				2/Year



				July 31 and December 31 of each year







				Sludge/Biosolids Annual Report



				1/Year



				February 19 of each year







				Pretreatment Annual Report



				1/Year



				February 28 of each year







				Receiving Water Monitoring Report



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Wastewater Pollution Prevention Program Annual Report



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Initial Investigation TRE Workplan



				1/Permit Term



				90 days after permit effective date







				ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan



				1/Permit Term



				180 days after permit effective date







				ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Report



				1/Permit Term



				3 years after permit effective date











Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise specified: 




Director of Health




Department of Health




Environmental Management Division




Clean Water Branch





All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded e‑Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original signature and date.



Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H of this permit.



(2)
The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as specified below.




				Report



				Reporting Period



				Report Due Date







				Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring



				1/Month



				15th day of the month following completed reporting period







				Offshore Water Quality Monitoring



				1/Quarter



				90th day following completed reporting period







				Offshore Sediment (chemistry and benthic organisms)



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Fish Monitoring



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Receiving Water data entry into STORET 



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year











Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, to the following address: 




U.S. Environmental Protection Agency




Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2



75 Hawthorne Street




San Francisco, CA  94105




3.
Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset




The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR 




Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)).




a.
Immediate Reporting




(1)
In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event.



(2)
In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event.




(3)
In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event.




b.
Contact for Oral Reports



(1)
The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours (7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 586-4309.




(2)
The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the State Hospital Operator at 247-2191.




c.
Written Submission



(1)
For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance.



(2)
The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; if the non‑compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent reoccurrence of the non‑compliance.




(3)
The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the non‑compliance.



d.
Other Non-Compliance




The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit.




4.
Other Reporting Requirements




The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7). 



5.
Planned Changes




Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the Director on a quarterly basis.




6.
Types of Sample




a.
"Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a randomly‑selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes. 




b.
"Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the facility over a 24‑hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may be collected manually or automatically. 




J.
SPECIAL CONDITIONS




1.
Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as determined by the DOH. If such personnel are not available to staff the wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be developed and enacted by the Permittee. Activities of this program shall be reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit.




2.
The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities. All equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, flooding, and other physical phenomena. The alternate power source shall be designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic testing. If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power. 



3.
This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional conditions or limitations based on newly available information.




K.
LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS




(See Figures 1 and 2)




[image: image1.png]



Figure 1 – Location Map




[image: image2.png]



Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations




APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS




				Discharge Parameter



				Sample Type



				Analytical Method







				Metals







				Antimony



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Arsenic



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Beryllium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Cadmium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chromium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Copper



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Lead



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Mercury



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Nickel



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Selenium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Silver



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Thallium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Zinc



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Pesticides







				Aldrin



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chlordane



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dieldrin



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,4’-DDT



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,4’-DDE



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,4’-DDD



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Alpha-Endosulfan



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Beta Endosulfan



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Endosulfan Sulfate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Endrin



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Endrin Aldehyde



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Heptachlor



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Heptachlor Epoxide



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Alpha BHC



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Beta BHC



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Delta BHC



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Gamma BHC (Lindane)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Toxaphene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1016



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1221



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1232



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1242



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1248



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1254



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1260



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Base/Neutral Extractables







				Acenaphthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Acenaphthylene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Anthracene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzidine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(a)Anthracene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(a)Pyrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(b)Fluoranthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(k)Fluoranthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Butyl Benzyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2-Chloronaphthalene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chrysene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Dichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,3-Dichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,4-Dichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				3,3-Dichlorobenzidine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Diethyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dimethyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Di-N-Butyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dinitrotoluene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,6-Dinitrotoluene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 




(as Azobenzene)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Di-N-Octyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Fluoranthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Fluorene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachlorobutadiene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachlorocyclopentadiene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachloroethane



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Isophorone



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Naphthalene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Nitrobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				N-Nitrosodimethylamine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				N-Nitrosodiphenylamine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Phenanthrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Pyrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Acid Extractables







				2-Chlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dichlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dimethylphenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dinitrophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2-Nitrophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4-Nitrophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				P-Chloro-M-Cresol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Pentachlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Phenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4,6-Trichlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Volatile Organics







				Acrolein



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Acrylonitrile



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bromoform



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Carbon Tetrachloride



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chlorobenzene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chlorodibromomethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				hloroform



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dichlorobromomethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1-Dichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Dichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1-Dichloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Dichloropropane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,3-Dichloropropylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Ethylbenzene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Methyl Bromide



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Methyl Chloride



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Tetrachloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Toluene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1,1-Trichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1,2-Trichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Trichloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Vinyl Chloride



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Miscellaneous







				Cyanide



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Asbestos




(Not required unless otherwise specified)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-Dioxin (TCDD)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				301(h) Pesticides







				Demeton



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Guthion



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Parathion



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Malathion



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Mirex



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Methoxychlor



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136












PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT





July 10, 2014














 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 12:27 PM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Added section to Sand Island permit?
 
Hi Darryl,
I just noticed a whole new section in the Sand Island permit that was not included in the drafts I
 reviewed (pages 18-19). Where did this come from and why is it being included now?
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: maximum daily discharge
Date: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 7:39:00 AM


Hi Kris,
I recommend that the permit keep the limit expressed as a maximum daily limit, as it was in the
 previous permit. This is still a lot more stringent than the WQBEL, which would be 51,603
 cfu/100ml, per the fact sheet. As justified in the fact sheet, the reason we are requiring them to
 meet the more stringent maximum daily limit of 18,000 cfu/100ml is because they were required to
 and have constructed facilities designed to meet that limit, so backsliding could not be justified.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 1:59 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: maximum daily discharge
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for discussing your Sand Island permit  comments with us.  Just to be certain about the
 maximum daily discharge limitation for enterococcus, I checked 40 CFR 122.2 and the definitions
 are as follows:
 
Maximum daily discharge limitation means the highest allowable “daily discharge.”
 
Daily discharge means the “discharge of a pollutant” measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour
 period that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling.  For pollutants with
 limitations expressed in units of mass, the “daily “discharge” is calculated as the total mass of the
 pollutant discharged over the day.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units of
 measurement, the “daily discharge” is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over
 the day.
 
The enterococcus limitation in the previous permit is a maximum daily discharge of 18,000 cfu.
  Should we still change it to a single sample maximum and would it be easy to justify?  The previous
 fact sheet says “The EPA believes that given the low probability of impact to nearshore areas from
 the Sand Island discharge, a discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU/100 ml, based on average dilution
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 assumptions when the plume is surfacing or trapped, will ensure that the Sand Island discharge will
 not adversely impact marine recreational waters of Mamala Bay.  This discharge limitation will also
 ensure that the disinfection facility will be operated.”
 
Thanks!
Kris








From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: REvised Sand Island WWTP
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 6:31:46 PM
Attachments: Sand Island WWTP 9-16-13 Permit - no comments.doc


Sand Island WWTP 9-16-13 Fact Sheet-no comments.doc
Response to ES Comments on July 2014 draft permit for Sand Island WWTP.doc


Hi Elizabeth,
Attached are the revised permit and fact sheet, and our response to your comments.  Please let us
 know if its ok and we will send it out for public notice.  Thanks!
Kris
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Comments on July 2014 draft permit for Sand Island WWTP: 



1. Compliance schedule for enterococcus: 



a) The permit needs to make clear that the compliance schedule and interim limit only apply to the 
new monthly geometric mean EL and that the permittee must comply with the maximum daily 
EL immediately.   Additional language was added to make it clear that the interim limit only 
applies to the new monthly geometric mean for enterococcus. 



Part A.6.a now reads:  “The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily 
limitation for enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the following interim 
effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001.  The interim monthly geometric 
mean effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the effective date of this 
permit until December 31, 2035. 



b) The compliance schedule must include the 2022 milestone from the Consent Decree and must 
require compliance no later than the earlier compliance deadline in the Consent Decree (i.e. 
2035, not 2038). Please provide the justification for the length of the schedule. Was the length 
based on a proposal by the permittee? If not, what information was used to determine the 
schedule? Since the facility already has disinfection facilities onsite, allowing them to take the 
full length of the consent decree schedule to upgrade their facility to meet the monthly 
geomean effluent limit may not meet the requirements of 40 CFR 122.47, especially since they 
may just have to expand our optimize their current disinfection facilities.  The 2022 milestone 
from the Consent Decree was added into the compliance schedule and the completion date for 
the compliance schedule was revised to 2024. 



c) Recommend the interim limit for enterococcus be calculated based on the 95th percentile, 
consistent with how the interim limits for BOD and TSS were calculated in the Consent Decree.  
The performance-based effluent limitation based on the maximum discharge concentration is 
consistent with the DOH procedures for applying performance-based effluent limitations on 
enterococcus and other parameters (i.e. nutrients). 



2. Why were there only 3 data points for ammonia? Could more effluent data be obtained in order to 
better calculate a more representative performance-based effluent limit?  The previous permit did 
not require monitoring for ammonia nitrogen.  The data for the calculation was from the renewal 
application.  The performance-based effluent limitation of 47,894 µg/l is less than the performance-
based effluent limitation for Honouliuli WWTP, which is 69,700 µg/l . 



3. The dieldrin average annual limit is more stringent than the previous permit and the fact sheet 
found on page 28 that the permittee may not be able to immediately comply with this limit. Has the 
permittee requested a compliance schedule for this particular limit? Also, the fact sheet states the 
permittee may not be able to comply with the new annual average DDT limit. Has the permit 
requested a compliance schedule for this limit? Recommend strengthening the fact sheet here.  The 
Permitee has not requested a compliance schedule and we are not sure how to justify one.  











Therefore, after the statement that the Permittee may not be able to immediately comply with this 
limit, the following was added:   “The maximum annual average effluent limitation for dieldrin may 
be attainable after the upgrades required by the Consent Decree have been initiated.“ 



4. Page 4 of permit: ammonia EL measurement frequency and sample type are missing.  The 
measurement frequency and sample type for ammonia was added. 



5. Page 4, footnotes 6 and 7 need to be clarified. It appears that footnote 6 allows compliance to be 
determined by either a daily maximum or a daily geomean. This should be a single sample 
maximum, consistent with Honouliuli. Also, recommend removal of footnote 7, as unnecessary.   
The footnotes were not deleted because the daily maximum enterococcus limit of 
18,000 CFU/100 ml is consistent with the previous permit where the daily maximum can mean a 
daily geometric mean. 



6. Fact sheet, page 6, footnotes 3 and 5 of Table F-2: Please change to: 



3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These 
effluent limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 Consent Decree 
for the United States of America v the City and County of Honolulu (2010 Consent Decree).   



5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 
applicable until deadlines established the facility is in compliance with secondary treatment standards and 
became effective in December 2010 Consent Decree.     



Language was revised as requested. 



7. Fact sheet, page 6, Table F-3:  there appears to be a typo, in that “average daily” should be 
“maximum daily” in header under both effluent limitation and reported data. Is that correct?  The 
limitation for most of the parameters in Table F-3 is “average daily.”  Enterococci and total residual 
chlorine will be moved to Table F-2 since the limitations for these parameters are “maximum daily.” 



8. Fact sheet, page 8 under section 7. Please remove the last sentence in the second paragraph: “The 
2010 Consent Decree supersedes requirements in the draft permit.”  Last sentence was removed as 
requested. 



9. Fact sheet, page 12: please remove paragraph before the WQBELs section that begins with, “Thus, 
technology-based effluent limitations based on secondary treatment…” Could replace with, “The 
Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the applicable TBELs until the deadline 
established in the Consent Decree.”  The paragraph was removed as requested and the suggested 
language was added. 



10. Fact sheet, pages 18-19, RPA table should include columns for number of samples and applied 
dilution factor, if applicable, in order for transparency.   Columns for number of samples and applied 
dilution factor were added. 











11. Fact sheet, page 31 should cite the specific portion of the CFR that discusses the criteria applicable 
to Hawaii.  A citation referencing 40 CFR Section 131.41(e)(2) was added. 



12. Fact sheet, page 33 and 34 state the highest monthly geomean for enterococcus was 2,460,035 
cfru/100ml. It should be made clear when this value was reported (before or after UV). This seems 
clear in the paragraph on page 33, but not on page 34.  Page 34 was clarified as requested. 



13. Fact sheet, page 39, Table F-9, footnote 3 should not be a geometric mean. It is referenced in the 
proposed EL for enterococcus and this is a maximum daily limit, not a geomean.   The footnote was 
not deleted because the daily maximum enterococcus limit of 18,000 CFU/100 ml is consistent with 
the previous permit where the daily maximum can mean a daily geometric mean. 



14. Fact sheet, page 55: please remove sentence regarding urban area pretreatment requirements 
being removed, as kept in permit.  The sentence was removed as requested. 



15. Additional comment during telephone conference – Remove references to cost on page 34 of the 
fact sheet.  References to cost was removed. 



16. Additional comment during telephone conference - Revise compliance schedule justification for 
enterococcus.  The compliance section justification was revised to the following: 



Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the highest monthly 
geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the month of October 2006.  However the 
ultraviolet disinfection system did not come on-line until November 2006, at which point the 
highest monthly geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee can 
immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus.  
Consistent with HAR, Section 11 55-21, this permit establishes a compliance schedule for the 
Permittee to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus 
by June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for enterococcus is no more 
stringent than the limitation established in the previous permit, a compliance schedule for the 
daily maximum effluent limitation may not be considered. 



The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not limited at the 
proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge is not expected to immediately 
comply with the proposed limitation.  Final compliance will ultimately require the 
implementation of an unidentified treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the 
preliminary preferred alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, 
construction, and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 



The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which requires the Permittee to 
upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 
2035.  The planning and construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 2010 Consent Decree, 











however, since disinfection facilities are already currently in place at the facility, the Permittee 
may only need to optimize or expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the 
final monthly geometric mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final effluent limitations is 
required by June 30, 2024. 



HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance longer than one year 
after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall specify interim requirements and the 
dates for their achievement and in no event shall more than one year elapse between interim 
dates.  If the time necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of 
a treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for completion, the 
schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of reports of progress towards 
completion of the interim requirements.” 



The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, design, and the 
execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 Consent Decree, as the acquisition of 
funding and contract execution can be challenging with government entities.  However, once 
the contract is executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 



During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current treatment 
capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been established until the final 
effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim effluent limitation has been developed based 
on observed effluent data over the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard deviations above the 
mean, much higher than any of the other observed geometric means and was prior to the 
initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection system in November 2006.  The highest observed 
geometric mean does not appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second 
highest geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 16,431 CFU/100 
mL and falls within three standard deviations of the observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric 
mean effluent limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on 
current facility treatment capabilities. 



As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot immediately comply 
with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus, anticipated 
upgrades necessary to comply with the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior 
to the effective date of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time 
period for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has been 
established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment capabilities.  The proposed 
schedule of compliance is in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.    











Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least 
as stringent as the previous permit. 



17. Additional comment during telephone conference – Include a compliance schedule for dieldrin and 
DDT?   The following language was added “…Since the maximum annual average effluent 
concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for dieldrin may be 
attainable after the upgrades required by the Consent Decree have been initiated.” 
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as 
the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.   



A. Permit Information 



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility). 
 
Table F-1.  Facility Information 
Permittee City and County of Honolulu 
Name of Facility Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



Facility Address 1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, HI 96707 



Facility Contact, Title, and 
Phone Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Authorized Person to Sign 
and Submit Reports Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Mailing Address 1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 



Billing Address Same as above 
Type of Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Pretreatment Program Yes 
Reclamation Requirements No 
Facility Design Flow 90 million gallons per day (MGD) 
Receiving Waters Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean 
Receiving Water Type Marine 
Receiving Water 
Classification 



Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters 
(HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B))  



 
1. NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on 



November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted 
an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee 
reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional 
information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, 
March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013. 



 
2. The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to 



discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of 
issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions 
which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and 
Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes. 



B. Facility Setting 



1. Facility Operation and Location 



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on 
the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides 
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primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the 
Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to 
a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where 
screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, 
wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  
The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 
channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, 
Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No.  001, at Latitude 21° 17’ 01” N and 
Longitude 157° 54’ 24”W.   
 
Outfall Serial No.  001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore 
and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 
3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 
3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge 
storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent 
contractor.    
 
Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s 
municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.   
 
Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  
Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), 
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.   



 
2. Receiving Water Classification 



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic 
enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 
         



3. Ocean Discharge Criteria 



The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant 
to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial 
sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean 
Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  
The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable 
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degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the 
Director proposes to issue a permit. 
 



4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List 



CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where 
water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of 
technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.   
 
On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water 
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii. 
 
The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any 
pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is 
reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been 
established for this waterbody.   
 



5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations 



a. Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data 
 



Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from 
Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 
through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.   



 
Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Flow MGD 2 2 2 76 98 149 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(5-Day) 



mg/L 1163 1603 2 1284 1344 1804 



lbs/day 79,3303 109,4213 2 64,6534 69,3274 107,5444 



mg/L 1195 1225 2 1286 1376 1616 



lbs/day 89,4145 91,5945 2 60,3616 66,0226 75,8276 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 30 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
287 



Total Suspended 
Solids 



mg/L 693 1043 2 484 594 904 



lbs/day 47,1873 71,1243 2 27,1944 31,5194 71,9504 



mg/L 485 505 2 496 536 706 



lbs/day 36,3495 37,4035 2 24,4346 31,8746 67,2746 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 60 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
717 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml 



8 8 18,0008 -- 16,4319 90,500 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L 2 2 648 10 10 10 
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1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 
2006 through June 2011. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.   
4 Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010. 
5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 



applicable until deadlines established in the 2010 Consent Decree.   
6 Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013. 
7 Data represent minimum percent removal reported. 
8 Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002. 
9 Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became 



effective in November 2006. 
10 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of 



chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve 
disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, 
the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data. 



 
Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Oil and 
Grease 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 21.9 79.1 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 12,154 44,355 



Total 
Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 9.5 18.3 



lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 5,192 9,881 



Fats, Oils, 
and Greases 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 12.5 63.8 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 6,962 35,777 



Temperature °C -- 2 2 -- 28.2 30.4 
Total 
Nitrogen 



mg/L 2 2 NA 24 29.2 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 13,351 14,339 -- 



Total 
Phosphorus 



mg/L 2 2 NA 3.153 3.723 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 1,7243 1,9423 -- 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 nor greater 
than 9.0 6.45 – 7.49 



Chronic 
Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia 
Dubia  



TUc NA NA 94 -- -- 46 



Chronic 
Toxicity –
Tripneustes 
Gratilla 



TUc NA NA 4 -- -- 1428.6 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 NA 0.38 0.0902 -- 0.308 
lbs/day 0.0052 NA 0.26 0.0532 -- 0.308 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 NA 0.18 0.037 -- 0.172 
lbs/day 0.0082 NA 0.12 0.0242 -- 0.172 



1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 
through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through 
December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not 



apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.   
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6. Compliance Summary 



The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, 
quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to 
April 2011. 
 



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History 



Monitoring Period Violation Type Pollutant Reported 
Value 



Permit 
Limitation Units 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0076 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0052 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.012 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.0082 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Enterococci 3 18,000 CFU/100 



mL 



March 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 117 116 mg/L 



June 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



October 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 116 mg/L 



February 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 118 116 mg/L 



March 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 125 122 mg/L 
March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 
May 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 



May 2011 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 119 mg/L 



1 Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent 
limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current 
permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed 
incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than 
necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have 
been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.   



2 Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 
times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 
through July 2011.     



3 Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 
through July 2011. 
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7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu 
Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree) 



On May 15, 1995, the U.S.  District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a 
Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA 
violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and 
DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 
Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake 
specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, 
among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance 
and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental 
Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand 
Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court 
entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, 
all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 
(2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 
2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.   



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, 
the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of 
EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  
The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of 
facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later than 
December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and interim 
effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance with 
secondary treatment standards. 



8. Planned Changes 



In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to 
complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  
The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows: 
 



Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines 
Deadline Requirement 



1/1/2019 Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with 
design. 



1/1/2022 Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed 
with construction. 



1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2025 



If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend 
deadline to no later than 12/31/2038. 



1/1/2030 
If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to 
phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and 



issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work. 



12/31/2035 Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for 
deadline extension was approved. 











FACT SHEET 
PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
Page 9 
 



  
 



Extended 
deadline no later 
than 12/31/2038 



If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete 
construction of facilities by that deadline. 



 
The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet. 



C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 



1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54 



On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department 
of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; 
January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 
2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, Chapter  
11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, the state 
anti-degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality criteria 
that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor. 
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



 
2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55 



On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 
became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 
was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; 
January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; June 15, 
2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, Chapter 
11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements for NPDES 
permits issued in Hawaii.   
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55. 
 



3. State Toxics Control Program 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, 
that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential 
to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State 
Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity 
Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized 
in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based 
toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating 
water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit 
limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for 
specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.   
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Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the 
draft permit. 



 
D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications 



The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, 
non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the 
United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent 
limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish 
two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are 
required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 
40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been 
established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one 
or more of three methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be 
established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state 
criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 
2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria 
guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established 
using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern. 
 
1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 
40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable 
technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  
The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal 
technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards 
at 40 CFR 133. 



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based 
effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits 
based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary 
Treatment Standards. 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) 
established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned 
treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 
301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, 
meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the 
EPA Administrator. 
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Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment 
regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based 
regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the 
minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms 
of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), 
and pH. 



b. Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
 



During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance 
from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and 
TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent 
than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the 
facility from January 1993 through December 1997.   
 
On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 
301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  
On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application 
for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that 
the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply 
with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, 
and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, 
technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on 
secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described 
below. 
 
At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has 
established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by 
secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 
are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as 
technology-based effluent limitations. 
 



Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
Parameter Units 30-Day 



Average 7-Day Average 



BOD51 mg/L 30 45 
TSS1 mg/L 30 45 



pH standard 
units 6.0 – 9.0 



1 The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 
percent. 



 
However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim 
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, 
BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically 
states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final 
compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island 
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WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for 
TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final 
effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES 
permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent 
Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or 
monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of 
its applicable NPDES permit.” 



 
The Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the 
applicable TBELs until the deadline established in the Consent Decree. 



 
2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs 
for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that 
cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of 
a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a 
standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), 
permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state 
water quality standard.”   
 
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, 
when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in 
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving 
waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine 
WQBELs in the draft permit.   
 
Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there 
is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be 
established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), 
using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented 
where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for 
the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, 
such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative 
criterion, supplemented with other relevant information. 
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b. Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving 
waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



(1) HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life 
standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic 
pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations 
and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to 
implement these standards. 



 
(2) Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, 



Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration 
is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis 
(RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human 
health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect 
human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health 
standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of 
the two (2) will be used in the RPA. 



 
40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed 
as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are 
expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or 
translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to 
total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert 
the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable. 



 
(3) Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality 



criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  
A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  
The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to 
calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  
Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water 
hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable 
potential.   



 
c. Determining the Need for WQBELs 
 



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control 
all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable 
potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is 
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required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-
001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 were analyzed to 
determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA 
compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards 
in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving 
water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most 
stringent WQS.   
 
(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with 



WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines 
knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation 
with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the 
effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as the 
upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent 
concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum 
receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then 
compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant 
has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water 
concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a 
high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of 
effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.   
 
Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances 
of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was 
conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent 
concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS. 



 
(2) Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data 



submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.     
 
(3) Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the 



concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the 
receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states 
that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 
average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
human health standards for carcinogens.   



 
The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for 
limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for 
non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In 
EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for 
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Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA 
evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from 
February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for 
the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined 
that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was 
appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a 
conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee 
discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less 
conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully 
protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  
Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic 
of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” 
conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution. 
 
Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described 
within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 
103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption 
criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is 
appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as 
chlordane and dieldrin.   
 
On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the 
facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated 
Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient 
data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of 
concerns were identified with the submitted study: 
 



• The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the 
ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 
34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because 
density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have 
a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  
Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states 
that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the 
vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should 
evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site 
and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before 
selection a “worst-case density profile”.   



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
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• The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 
2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those 
used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely 
to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit 
initial dilution.   



 
• The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent 



temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how 
the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the 
vertical ambient water column.   



 
Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s 
September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been 
determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit 
development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee 
during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.   
 
As with the two previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee used 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the April 3, 
2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the 
Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 
through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns 
were identified in the resubmitted study, including: 
 



• The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using 
a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that 
impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity. 



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
 



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered 
fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis. 
 
DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent 
data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility 
operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable 
potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this 
case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately 
represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent 
ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of 
ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture 
conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.   
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Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution 
studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be 
representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the 
development of this permit.   
 
Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has 
determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for 
chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the 
average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for 
carcinogens.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate 
compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and 
reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  
However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving 
water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often 
problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving 
water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available 
dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to 
calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.   
 
However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for 
assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for 
Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an 
exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing 
monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an 
annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable 
WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the 
pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the 
ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists 
to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM. 
 
Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 
pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water 
quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not 
known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes 
limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent 
limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to 
conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe 
effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  
Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a 
ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation 
must be established that is protective of WQS. 
 
Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated 
for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data 
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annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable 
WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, 
assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not 
be granted. 
 



(4) Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from 
the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application 
Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution 
calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result 
of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 are 
presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations 
for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect 
available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in 
HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted 
for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only 
pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other 
pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.   
 



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results 



Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Antimony, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.6 0.054 15,000 No 



Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 1.5 0.031 36 No 



Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 294 0.44 0.018 0.038 No 



Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.13 0.008 9.4 No 



Chromium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 4.8 0.080 501 No 



Copper, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 40 1.096 3.5 No 



Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 10 0.449 1.0 No 



Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 19 1.728 5.9 No 
Mercury, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.06 0.0018 0.025 No 



Nickel, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 5.9 0.120 8.4 No 



Selenium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.2 0.387 71 No 



Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.80 0.030 2.7 No 
Thallium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 2.2 0.233 16 No 



Zinc, Total Recoverable μg/L 14 103 85 1.729 91 No 
Acrolein μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.045 18 No 
Benzene μg/L 14 294 4.8 0.104 13 No 
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Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate μg/L 14 103 1.3 0.013 16,000 No 



Chlordane μg/L 81 294 0.28 0.00164 0.00016 Yes 
Chloroform μg/L 14 294 1.0 0.0079 5.1 No 
Dieldrin μg/L 81 294 0.083 0.00101 0.000025 Yes 
Diethyl Phthalate μg/L 14 103 3.1 0.068 590,000 No 
Endosulfan Sulfate μg/L 14 103 0.0090 0.00021 0.0087 No 
Ethylbenzene μg/L 14 103 0.8 0.065 140 No 
Malathion μg/L 14 103 0.22 0.010 0.10 No 
Phenol μg/L 14 103 5.1 0.104 170 No 
Toluene μg/L 14 103 21 2.004 2,100 No 
Trichloroethylene μg/L 14 294 0.20 0.0041 26 No 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.023 660 No 
DDT2 μg/L 14 294 0.024 0.00019 0.000008 Yes 
Total Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1203 NA 150.00 No 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 6.53 NA 3.5 Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1.853 NA 5.0 No 
Total Phosphorus μg/L 20 NA 8.823 NA 20.00 No 



  



(5) Reasonable Potential Determination.   
 



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential 
cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these 
constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the 
lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become 
available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add 
numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue 
monitoring. 



 
Data for the following parameters was not available:  
 



• Dichlorobromomethane 
• Carbon Tetrachloride 
• 1,2-Dichloroethane 
• Bromoform 
• Chlorodibromomethane 
• delta-BHC 
• Acenaphthylene 
• Acrylonitrile 
• Anthracene 
• Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(a)Pyrene 
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• Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 
• Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
• Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 
• Butylbenzyl Phthalate 
• Chlorobenzene 
• Chrysene 
• Dimethyl Phthalate 
• 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
• beta-Endosulfan 
• alpha-Endosulfan 
• Fluoranthene 
• Fluorene 
• Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
• Hexachloroethane 
• Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
• Isophorone 
• Methyl Bromide 
• Methyl Chloride 
• N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
• N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine 
• N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
• Nitrobenzene 
• Para Chlorometa Cresol 
• Phenanthrene 
• Pyrene 
• Tetrachloroethylene 
• 1,1-Dichloroethane 
• 1,1-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
• Benzo(ghi)Perylene 
• Benzo(a)Anthracene 
• 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
• 1,2-Dichloropropane 
• 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
• Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 
• 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
• 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether 
• 2-Chloronaphthalene 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Nitrophenol 
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• Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
• 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine 
• 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Nitrophenol 
• 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• PCB-1016 
• 2,3,7,8 TCDD 
• Naphthalene 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 
• Benzidine 
• Vinyl Chloride 
• 4,4'-DDE 
• Aldrin 
• alpha-BHC 
• beta-BHC 
• gamma-BHC 
• Endrin 
• Toxaphene 
• Heptachlor 
• Heptachlor Epoxide 
• Methoxychlor 
• PCBs 
• Parathion 
• Demeton 
• Guthion 
• Hexachlorobenzene 
• Hexachlorobutadiene 
• Mirex 
• 1,3-Dichloropropylene 
• Chloroethane 
• Chlorophyll a 
• Turbidity 



 
(b) Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included 



in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) 
and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; 
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however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to 
collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential 
consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed 
in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.   



 
(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that 



chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable 
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water 
quality standards.   .  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this 
draft permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and 
ammonia nitrogen.   
 
The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the 
results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed 
WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia 
nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.   
 
The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both 
STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below. 



 
d. WQBEL Calculations 
 



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic 
life and human health.   
 
(1) WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a 



discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges 
through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; 
(3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge 
has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable 
potential can be calculated, as described below.   



 
(a) For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum 



effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality 
standard and the minimum dilution factor;  



 
(b) For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent 



limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits 
based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best 
Professional Judgment (BPJ); 



 
(c) For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most 



stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard 
and dilution; and  
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(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is 
equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor 
determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent 
limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ. 



 
(2) WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that 



the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of 
toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.   .  Limits 
based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day 
averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens. 



  
The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a 
submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the 
draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum 
effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after 
considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for 
non-carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens 
based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs 
established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below. 
 
(3) Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs 
 



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution 
of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  
However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations 
in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee 
does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily 
maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not 
justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for 
non-carcinogens to 103:1.   Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution 
of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation 
of applicable effluent limitations.    



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for 
the pollutants below. 



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm 



Where:  
RWC = Receiving water concentration 
MEC  =  Maximum effluent concentration reported 
99%ratio  = The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or 



calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the 
TSD. 



Dm = Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic 
toxicity standards and human health standards 
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for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for 
human health standards for carcinogens)    



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the 
applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are 
established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in 
detail. 



(a) Chlordane 



i. Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent 
applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health 
standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0649 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.044 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.67.  Based on a CV of 0.67 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.56.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.308 µg/L) x 1.56 x 0.0034 
=  0.00164 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.00016 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00164 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for chlordane. 



 
iii. Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using 



STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 
0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and 
a dilution of 294:1. 
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iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.308 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.077 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately 
comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent 
annual average effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human 
health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  
However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed 
Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of 
Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health 
water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, 
Chapter11-54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead 
of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality 
standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by 
the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on 
March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the 
new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  
This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an 
effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the 
incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  
Anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the 
previous permit if information is available at the time of permit 
reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit 
was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding 
that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has 
been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in 
Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using 
recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The 
dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available 
average dilution of 294:1.   
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Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a 
new design flow of 90 MGD, the Permittee will have a mass-based 
effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from 
October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual 
average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum 
annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the 
average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to 
result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the 
receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the 
new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water 
and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses 
will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is 
not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not 
expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the 
receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, 
and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.   



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation 
based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard 
for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



(b) Dieldrin 



i. Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 
0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0245 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.73.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.172 µg/L) x 1.73 x 0.0034 
=  0.00101 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard = 
 0.000025 µg/L 
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The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00101 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for dieldrin. 



iii. Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using 
STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 
0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens 
and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.172 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.033 µg/L.   Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to 
immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent 
limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for 
dieldrin may be attainable after the upgrades required by the 
Consent Decree have been initiated. 



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied 
because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at 
least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the 
previous permit.   



(c) DDT 



i. DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 
0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT 
(n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.46.  Based on a CV of 0.46 and 
14 samples, the 99% multiplier was calculated as 2.14.  As 
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discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 
for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.027 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.027 µg/L) x 2.14 x 0.0034 
=  0.00019 µg/L 
 



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.000008 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00019 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for DDT. 



iii. DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP 
procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality 
standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on 
the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, 
and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on 
the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.027 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed 
maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has 
determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual 
average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the 
previous permit was 0.018 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual 
average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual 
average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined 
that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitations.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied 
because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for 
DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001. 



e. Nutrients 
 



i. Ammonia Nitrogen 
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HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia 
nitrogen: 



 



Parameter Geometric Mean 
Value not to exceed 
more than 10% of 



the time 



Value not to exceed 
more than 2% of the 



time 
Ammonia Nitrogen 
(μg/L) 3.50 8.50 15.00 



 
As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to 
exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This 
finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving 
water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can 
consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”   
 
Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 
indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the 
receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below: 
 
i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for 



ammonia nitrogen. 
 
The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen. 
 



ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for 
analysis. 
 
Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the 
applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and 
constitute the decision unit for the analysis. 
 



iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are 
aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate 
annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the 
highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 90 
percent of the applicable WQS. 
 
The resulting geomeans were: 
 



Year Result (μg/L) 
2009 1.42 
2010 1.6 
2011 2.01 
2012 2.25 
2013 2.53 
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The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less 
than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative 
capacity appears to be present in the receiving water. 
 



iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, 
reports, and receiving water data trends. 
 
Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of 
assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented in 
step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of 
increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee 
shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that 
assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the 
observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not 
due to a lack of assimilative capacity. 



 
Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, end-of-
pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  
However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the 
previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have 
the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the 
ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and 
requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the 
edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent 
limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS 
exceedances within the receiving water.   
 
Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, 
with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal 
application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, 
the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as 
representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained 
in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation 
based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term 
average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant 
performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the 
interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times 
the MEC.   
 
A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has 
been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed 
over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based 
on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been 
established in this permit. 
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Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus 
these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit. 
 



f. pH  
 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water 
quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  
Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate 
compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  
The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times 
appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been 
carried over. 
 



g. Enterococcus 
 



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed 
in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water 
limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from 
shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal 
regulations at 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards 
for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA 
Section 304(a).  40 CFR Section 131.42(e)(2) specifies that the regulations 
established in 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) applies to waters of Hawaii 
beyond 300 meters of the shoreline. 



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 1.7 
miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a 
bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate 
contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely 
expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use 
coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5). 



The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as 
infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is 
consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in 
EPA’s TDD. 



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 
40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water 
may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus 
for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from 
pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate 
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reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  
Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA 
was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore 
antibacksliding requirements are satisfied. 



(1) Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a 
geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric 
mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  
Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the 
WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 
12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was 
exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the 
monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied 
as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit. 



 
(2) Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation 



waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the 
resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data 
from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 80th  
percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 16 times, 
indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause or 
contribute to an exceedance of water quality. 



 
The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and 
operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with 
a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  
Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent 
limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with 
compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The 
enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based 
on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 
7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 100 
milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  Consistent 
with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and installed the 
disinfection system.   
 
Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the 
waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be 
maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary 
to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the 
Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to 
achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not 
demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to 
accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum 
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daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has 
been carried over. 



 
Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the 
highest monthly geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the 
month of October 2006.  However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not 
come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly 
geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee 
can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation 
for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit 
establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by 
June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for 
enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the 
previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent 
limitation may not be considered. 
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not 
limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge 
is not expected to immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final 
compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified 
treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred 
alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, 
and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 
 
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which 
requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment 
standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035.  The planning and 
construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 2010 
Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already currently in 
place at the facility, the Permittee may only need to optimize or expand the 
capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly geometric 
mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final effluent limitations is 
required by June 30, 2024. 
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance 
longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall 
specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no 
event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time 
necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a 
treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for 
completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of 
reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.” 











FACT SHEET 
PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
Page 34 
 



  
 



The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, 
design, and the execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 
Consent Decree, as the acquisition of funding and contract execution can be 
challenging with government entities.  However, once the contract is 
executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current 
treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been 
established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim 
effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over 
the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean 
between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard 
deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed 
geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection 
system in November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not 
appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 
16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the 
observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 
16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current 
facility treatment capabilities. 
 
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot 
immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with 
the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date 
of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period 
for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has 
been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment 
capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.   
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean 
effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for 
enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous 
permit. 
 



h. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)  
 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic 
effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree 
of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving 
water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion 
specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric 
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WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  An 
acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures 
mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period 
of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth. 



The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at 
Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for 
Tripneustes gratilla. 
 
Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and 
December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an 
exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring 
results for T.  gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to 
exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in 
the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as 
>1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between 
October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some 
months). 
 
A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  
For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of 
Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  
As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been 
revised to be consistent with the TST method using T.  gratilla.   



T.  gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent 
data, T.  gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the 
Permittee’s effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T.  gratilla is representative of 
toxic impacts on local species.   



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific 
Ocean, including T.gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with the 
Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 40 
CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test procedures 
that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit basis.  The use 
of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is further supported 
under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast facilities in…, 
Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods and must use 
alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.”  



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using 
T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) 
Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, 
Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD 
Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International 
Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022). 
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As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined 
for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and 
monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2). 



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated 
into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water 
quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 
(49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).   



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes 
a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing 
approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test 
species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.   



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration 
(NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 
100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 
is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.   



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable 
IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the 
applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution 
is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) 
waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s 
backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data 
indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely 
exceeding 357 TUc) with T.gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  
Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T.  gratilla, 
an effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any 
additional pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being 
discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not 
expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the 
receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is 
consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 
303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1. 



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted 
(Outfall Serial No.  001): 



IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor 



 =             100/103 
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 =             0.97% 



For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be 
met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho): 
 
IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test 
result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” 
 
The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, 
respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the 
TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially 
decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s 
traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces 
the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory 
costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant 
improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing 
is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range 
of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect 
measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting 
appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test 
power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which 
significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 20101).   



 
Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide 
Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford 
effective protection to aquatic life.   



 
A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is 
protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) 
and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is 
consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding 
regulations. 



i. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations 
 



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 
requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where 
possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, 
mass-based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established 
where applicable based on the following formula: 



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 



                     
1 U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 



Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water. 
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40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs 
be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based 
effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the 
previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit 
required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, 
including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the 
previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during 
this permit renewal. 



The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit 
and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit. 



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS  



Parameter Units 



Effluent Limitations Contained in 
the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) (5-day @ 20 
Deg.  C) 



mg/L 1161 1601 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 79,3302 109,4212 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
30 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 



Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 



mg/L 691 1041 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 47,1872 71,1242 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
60 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 
1 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent 



limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  
City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree). 



2 Based on a design flow of 82 MGD. 
3 Based on a design flow of 90 MGD. 
 
Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants  



Parameter Units 



Effluent Limitations Contained in 
the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml -- -- 18,0001 -- 3,6052 18,0003 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Chronic Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia Dubia  TUc -- -- 94 -- -- -- 



Chronic Toxicity –
Tripneustes Gratilla TUc -- -- 4 -- -- Pass5 



Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L -- -- -- -- -- 47,894 
lbs/day -- -- -- -- -- 35,949 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 -- 0.38 0.05 -- 0.38 
lbs/day 0.0052 -- 0.26 0.037 -- 0.28 
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Parameter Units 



Effluent Limitations Contained in 
the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 -- 0.18 0.0074 -- 0.18 
lbs/day 0.0082 -- 0.12 0.0056 -- 0.14 



DDT6 µg/L -- -- -- 0.0024 -- 0.094 
lbs/day -- -- -- 0.0018 -- 0.071 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L -- -- 64 -- -- --7 



1 Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation. 
2 Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through 
December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the 
Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible. 



3 Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply 



to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla. 
5 “Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet. 
6 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
7 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if 



the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is 
chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not 
applicable.   



 
j. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements 
 



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations 
that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent 
limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions 
contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 
40 CFR 122.44(l).     



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available 
which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have 
justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit 
establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane 
based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS 
used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in 
Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent 
with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent 
limitations are based on new information that was not available during the 
drafting of the previous permit.   



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based 
effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously 
authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design 
capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is 
directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as 
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allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with Section 
303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these 
pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for 
antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 
402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of 
mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin. 



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as 
stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



k. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements 
 



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 
40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality 
of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific 
findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to 
accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the 
waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent 
limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the 
previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit 
by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids 
handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact 
sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to 
public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional 
antidegradation analysis is not necessary. 
 
The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 
40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water 
quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect 
the existing uses will be maintained and protected.   
 



E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements 



1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data 



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM 
Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria 
from 11-54-6(b)(3). 



 
Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data  



Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 
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Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 1502 23,302 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.52 11,900 
Nitrate + Nitrite μg/L 5.02 110 
Orthophosphate 
Phosphorus μg/L -- 3,440 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 202 2,900 
Chlorophyll a μg/L 0.302 0.923 
Turbidity NTU 0.502 82.5 
TSS mg/L -- 38.7 
pH s.u. 3 7.0 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 4 2.38 
Temperature °C 5 26.5 
Salinity ppm 6 7,200 
1 Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010 
2 Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean. 
3 pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at 



coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or 
groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



4 Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation. 
5 Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions. 
6 Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors. 
  



2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data 



a. Shoreline Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from 
January 2009 to December 2013. 



 
Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations  



Station 
Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
CFU/100 mL 



S1 7.05 
S2 2.22 
S5 7.16 
S7 4.26 
S8 10.94 



Water Quality 
Standard 35 



1 Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by 
the Permittee from January 2009 to 
December 2013.  
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b. Nearshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 



CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 
R1 1.83 -- -- 123 14.6 -- 1.11 
R2 1.52 -- -- 121 12.0 -- 0.91 
R3 1.97 -- -- 115 10.8 -- 0.71 
C1 1.11 3.42 2.67 102 8.9 0.38 0.25 
C2 1.25 3.42 3.08 102 8.8 0.35 0.29 
C3 1.25 1.82 3.47 98 8.4 0.25 0.29 
C4 1.23 1.41 2.31 98 8.5 0.29 0.29 
C5 1.26 2.01 2.50 99 8.4 0.35 0.31 
C6 1.14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.0 3.5 150 20 0.50 0.30 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling 



points at each station.  
 



c. Offshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 



CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 
D1 1.30 1.62 2.84 105 8.50 0.25 0.26 
D2 1.39 1.28 3.74 107 8.67 0.23 0.19 
D3 1.33 1.40 4.38 119 8.72 0.21 0.22 
D4 1.33 1.15 2.23 111 8.48 0.26 0.2 
D5 1.41 1.20 1.94 114 8.17 0.25 0.27 
D6 1.09 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
E1 1.31 1.79 2.41 116 8.35 0.24 0.23 
E2 1.32 1.85 3.36 110 8.75 0.27 0.17 
E3 1.35 1.62 6.53 120 8.82 0.22 0.21 
E4 1.69 1.94 3.23 103 8.44 0.22 0.18 
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Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 



CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 
E5 1.23 2.12 2.94 108 9.22 0.26 0.2 
E6 1.13 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.03 3.54 150 20 0.50 0.305 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom 



sampling points at each station.  
3 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton. 
4 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle. 
5 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom. 
 



 
3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations 



a. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility 
 



(1) The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the 
Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted 
thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open 
coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates 
receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not 
exceed applicable water quality standards.   



 
(2) Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”.  As 



such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public 
water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational 
activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving 
water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.   



 
The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic 
Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft 
permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, 
dated December 30, 2005. 
 



(3) The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for 
recreational areas in marine recreational waters: 



 
(a) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public 



bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a 
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geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 
25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.   



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, 
the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as 
explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii 
Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water 
Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a 
regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State 
enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 
35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 
CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new 
standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved 
by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new 
enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new 
water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all 
marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the 
new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be 
insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. 



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established 
end-of-pipe are based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because 
State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the 
applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as 
receiving water limitations for the protection of human health. 



(b) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples per 
25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



(c) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 
treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural 
public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be 
posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as 
temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count. 



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as 
described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, 
Section 11-54-8(b).     
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(4) As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for 



enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving 
water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been 
established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to be 
protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 300 
meters from shore have not been established. 



 
b. Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 
 



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 
not to exceed the 



given value 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 
than 10% of the 



time 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 



than 2% of the 
time 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.50 8.50 15.00 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen  μg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 



Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 



Chlorophyll a  μg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



Turbidity  NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



pH standard 
units 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 
8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater 



from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may 
depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions. 



Salinity ppm 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic 
factors. 



 
The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for 
“Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater 
through Outfall Serial No.  001, as seen in the table above.   
 
The discharges from Outfall Serial No.  001 shall comply with the values listed 
in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at 
the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other 
pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.   
 
These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained 
from the previous permit. 
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c. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 
 



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) 
modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be 
located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and 
transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and 
beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for 
pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended 
Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the 
area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of 
the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for 
the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet 
along the centerline of the diffuser.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls 
to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance 
with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested 
that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the 
Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM 
requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the 
diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of 
the ZOM is located at Latitude 21° 16’ 58” N and Longitude 157° 54’ 21” W, 
with the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  
Figure 2 in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.   
 
(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses 



of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, 
and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The 
following findings were considered: 



 
(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the 



effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution 
and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are 
expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.   
 
Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish 
Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in 
the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long 
term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.   
 
An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled 
video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 
through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has not 
been negatively impacted. 
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Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver 
histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in 
Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the 
Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or 
microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the 
sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact 
on the health of the fish studied in the survey. 
 
Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence 
that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health or 
community structure. 
 



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum 
of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  
No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution 
would be negatively impacted by current conditions.   
 



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, 
F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological 
monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative 
impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.   



 
(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless 



the application and supporting information clearly show: that the 
continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not 
substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the 
public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable 
to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of 
water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of 
treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of 
HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5): 



 
(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to 



southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people 
and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment 
facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or 
operation would cause severe hardship to the residents. 
 



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or 
contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or 
safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of 
illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that 
enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement 
of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore. 
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(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet 
applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, 
were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  
However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and 
capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS 
for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the 
operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No 
information is known that would revise the finding during the previous 
permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to 
the public. 



 
(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data 



indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  
However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent 
limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the 
effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual 
and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable 
technology-based effluent limitations.   



 
The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements 
in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).   



 
Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, 
pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  
These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.   
 
For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable 
water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include 
light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, 
EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  
As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring 
locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent 
with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM 
stations. 
 
The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified 
in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water 
monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to 
evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the 
applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this 
Fact Sheet. 
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F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  
HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES 
permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 
require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting 
monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to: 
 
• Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions 



established by the DOH; 



• Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of 
pollution arising from waste discharge; 



• Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, 
national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and 
other standards; and, 



• Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories. 



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement 
federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the 
monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.   
 
1. Influent Monitoring 



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and 
non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment 
facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent 
monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  
Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit 
in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  
The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of 
the draft permit. 
 



2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001 



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001. 
 



a. Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained 
from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM 
monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of said pollutants.   
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b. Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft 
permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable 
comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if 
the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia 
nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring 
requirements for other nutrients. 
 



c. Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been 
added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID 
monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.   
 



d. Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit 
to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based 
effluent limitations. 



 
e. Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the 



previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.     
 



f. Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, and 
TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.   
 



g.  Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality 
criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be 
free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials”, and in 
the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is 
included as an attachment to the draft permit. 
 



h. Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to 
determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect 
data for future RPAs.   



 
i. Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are 



retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs. 
 



3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring 



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is 
required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent 
limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.   
 



4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements 
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a. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine 
compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters 
within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft 
permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of 
seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These 
monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included 
in Part E.1 of the draft permit. 
 



b. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at three (3) 
stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called recreational 
waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, therefore, 
monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with specific water 
quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.   
 
In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee to 
also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and 
C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, 
C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have 
been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not 
have sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as 
the old stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations 
are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft 
permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
  



c. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations 
along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along 
the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements 
for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in 
Part E.3 of the draft permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
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d. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 
 



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and 
temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments 
for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations: 
 



Location Station 
Name 



Number of Samples at Each Station 
(Including Replicates) 



Chemistry Benthic 
Organisms 



Nearshore 



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



 
The previous permit also required monitoring at station C4, D4, and E4.  
However, stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample 
sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from 
the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
requirements have been retained from the previous permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



e. Fish Monitoring 
 



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two fish 
monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively 
affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the 
control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at 
FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the 
outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 
and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are 
located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, 
crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to 
strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to 
enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent 
data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when 
compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the 
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new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away 
from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements 
have been retained from the previous permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



f. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on 
an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that 
assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct a 
study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the 
permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the 
term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.   
 



G. Rationale for Provisions 



1. Standard Provisions 



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit 
Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.   
 



2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.   
 



3. Special Provisions 



a. Reopener Provisions 
 



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set 
forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations 
based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water 
quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.   
 



b. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements  
 



(1) Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the 
Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which 
the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This 
requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail 
in Part B.2 of the draft permit.    
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4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities 



a. Pretreatment Requirements 
 



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, 
require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  A 
pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, 
which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and 
prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, 
standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed 
pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 
40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11-55-24. 



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and 
received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised 
program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On October 16, 
1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There are currently 21 
non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight food/drink 
manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.   



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal 
regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment 
requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES 
permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to 
require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for 
controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease. 



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the 
CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more 
toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban 
area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The draft permit requires 
the Permittee to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements since the 
facility continues to operate as a primary treatment plant. 



b. Biosolids Requirements 
 



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and 
regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards 
included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the 
draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on 
the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other 
Hawaii POTWs.    



5. Other Special Provisions 



a. Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to 
submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This 
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provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH to 
ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum 
treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the 
wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the 
draft permit. 



 
b. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised 



and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall 
be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the 
draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel 
trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from 
the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.     



 
c. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate 



power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  
This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if a 
power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment 
operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in 
existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise 
control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source 
of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit. 



 
H. Public Participation 



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit 
in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their 
comments in writing either in person or by mail, to:  
 



Clean Water Branch  
Environmental Management Division 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 



 








			A. Permit Information


			B. Facility Setting


			1. Facility Operation and Location


			2. Receiving Water Classification


			3. Ocean Discharge Criteria


			4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List


			5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations


			6. Compliance Summary


			7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree)


			8. Planned Changes





			C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations


			1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54


			2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55


			3. State Toxics Control Program





			D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications


			1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations


			2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs)





			E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements


			1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data


			2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data


			3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations





			F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements


			1. Influent Monitoring


			2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001


			3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring


			4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements





			G. Rationale for Provisions


			1. Standard Provisions


			2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements


			3. Special Provisions


			4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities


			5. Other Special Provisions





			H. Public Participation
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 August 21, 2014 



PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 
 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE  
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM  



  
 



In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, (33 U.S.C. 
§1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and Hawaii 
Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11-54 and 11-55, Department of Health (DOH), 
State of Hawaii, 



 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
(hereinafter PERMITTEE), 
 
is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named 
Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01” N 
and Longitude 157°54’24” W,  
 
from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 
 
in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that 
is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at:  
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/. 



 
All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to 



regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless 
otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable 
regulations in Title 40 of the CFR.  
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on 
____________2014. 
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will 
expire at midnight, ______________, 2014. 
         
Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014.  
 
  



____________________________  
(For) Director of Health  





http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS  
 



1. During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting 
until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge 
treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited 
and monitored as specified below. 



 
Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Flow  2 2 2 MGD Continuous/ 
Estimate4 -- 



Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 
20 Deg. C) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 



Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 
   



MGD – Million Gallons per Day 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow. 
3 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results. 
4 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
 



Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



pH Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 s.u. 5/Week Grab 



Chronic Toxicity -- -- Pass3 Pass/Fail 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 



Chlordane 0.05 -- 0.38 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.037 -- 0.28 lbs/day 



Dieldrin 0.0074 -- 0.18 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0056 -- 0.14 lbs/day 



DDT4 0.0024 -- 0.094 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0018 -- 0.071 lbs/day 



Enterococci -- 3,6055 18,0006 CFU/100
mL 1/Day7 Grab8 



Total Oil and Grease -- -- 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab -- -- 9 lbs/day 



Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



-- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab10 -- 9 9 lbs/day 



Fats, Oils, and Grease -- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Calculate11 
-- 9 9 lbs/day 
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Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 
Temperature -- 9 9 °C 1/Week Grab 



Total Nitrogen 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Total Phosphorus 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 
(NO3+NO2) 



9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Ammonia Nitrogen 
9 9 47,894 µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite -- -- 35,949 lbs/day 
Turbidity 9 9 -- NTU 1/Month Grab 
Remaining Pollutants12 9 9 -- μg/l 2/Year 13 



N/A – Not Applicable 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
3 “Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit. 
4 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
5 Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit. 
6 Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using 



approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated 
using a daily geometric mean. 



7 Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample.  
8 Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane 



Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, 
December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99. 



9 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results. 
10 Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 24 



hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. 
Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical 
results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting. 



11 Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons. 
12 The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining 



pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above. Results 
shall be submitted with the discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred. 



13 The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples 
may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1. 



 
2. For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, 



monitoring shall be conducted on the same day.  
 



3. All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the 
calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters 
monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two months (i.e., 
for discharge parameters monitored once per week).  
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4. Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, 
nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day 
that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted. 



 
5. Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this 



permit shall be taken at the following locations: 
 



a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be 
taken: 
 
i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer; 
ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and  
iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be 



obtained.  
 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples 
shall be taken: 
 
i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment 



processes; and  
ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples 



of the final effluent can be obtained. 
 



6. Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus 
 



a. The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation 
for enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the 
following interim effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 
001. The interim effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from 
the effective date of this permit until December 31, 2038. 



 



Parameter 
Interim Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 



Monthly Geometric 
Mean Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 
Enterococcus 16,431 CFU/100 mL 1/Day Grab1 
1 Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample collected between 12 noon and 3:00 pm. 



Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Membrane Filter Test Method for 
Enterococci in Water (EPA 821-R-97-004, May 1997) or ASTM D6503-99.  



 
b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final 



monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
section A.1 of this permit. These tasks shall be completed as soon as 
reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified 
below. 
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Task Compliance Date 



1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to 
DOH. 



January 1, 2015 



2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives 
to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for 
implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with 
consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary 
treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree. 



 
The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all 
reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation 
for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on 
the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus 
specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2016 



3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice 
to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2019 



4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a 
notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and 
facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean 
effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this 
permit. 



January 1, 2022 



5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment 
processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final 
geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2024 



6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit. June 30, 2024 



7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of 
each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its 
compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance 
schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim 
compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable 
interim compliance task. The report shall further include status 
updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks 
and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving 
compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the 
final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 



Annually by January 1st 
and 14 days prior to 
each interim date. 



 
c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, 



the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance 
with the above compliance schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with 
an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim 











PART B 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 7 



 
 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 21, 2014 



compliance task. The report shall further include status updates regarding 
compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known 
potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim 
tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 
 



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance 
schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which 
the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage 
or take direct enforcement action. 











PART B 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 8 



 
 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 21, 2014 



B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Monitoring Frequency 
 



The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 
24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures 
outlined below.  
 
For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee 
has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin 
sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall 
document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all 
attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period. 



 
2. Test Species and Methods 
 



The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using 
Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test 
Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, 
CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, 
RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD 
Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance 
procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods 
for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136,1995). 



 
3. Chronic WET Permit Limit 
 



All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the 
toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by 
the Director. For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using 
the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010). For any one chronic 
toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the 
null hypothesis (Ho): 



 
IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean 
response. 
 
For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the 
DMR form. A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported 
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as “Fail” on the DMR form. To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee 
shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. 
If a test result is reported as “Fail”, then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 
(Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit. 



 
4. Quality Assurance 
 



a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations 
and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual 
previously referenced. Additional requirements are specified below. 



 
b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from 



a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC 
(for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of 
Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. 
The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent.  



 
c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described 



in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the 
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast 
Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995). If the 
dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a 
second control using culture water shall also be used.  



 
d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with 



a reference toxicant shall be conducted. If organisms are cultured 
in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient. Reference 
toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the 
same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.). 



 
e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be 



reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation 
of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance 
and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
(40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000). 



 
f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all 



test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee 
shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days. 
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g. If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be 
removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written 
approval by the Director. 



  
5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan 
 



Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall 
prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review. This plan 
shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured 
above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at 
minimum: 



 
a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would 



be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent 
variability, and treatment system efficiency. 



 
b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system 



efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used 
in operations at the facility. 



 
c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification 



Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside 
contractor). 



  
d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.  



 
6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process 
 



a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of 
toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall 
conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test 
method. This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt 
of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit. If the additional 
toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the 
Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency. 



 
b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity is 



not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity 
tests using the same species and test method, approximately every 
two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period. This testing shall begin within 
14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET 
permit limit. If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic 
WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing 
frequency. 
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c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or 



B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 
14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate 
a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual 
Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction 
Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee 
shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall 
include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to 
investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the 
Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent 
the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions. 



 
d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes 



of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, 
EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: 
Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 
1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II 
Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and 
Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic 
Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation 
Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity 
(EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, 
the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of 
a TRE.  



 
e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the 



Director. The TIE plan, at a minimum shall: 
 



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in 
developing TIE procedures. 
 



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data. 
 



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort. 
 



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program. 
 



(5) Establish a monitoring program. 
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(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE 
effort. 
 



(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE 
manipulations. 
 



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in 
evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such 
as pollutant scans for toxic effluent. 
 



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team 
conducting the TIE results interpretation. 
 



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive. 



The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director 
within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days 
of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE.  



 
7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results 
 



a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the 
toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test 
result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where: 



 
percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean 
response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100, 



 
and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for 
the IWC mean response and the Control mean response. 



 
b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing 



as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was 
conducted. The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; 
the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all 
results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity 
test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations. 



 
c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days 



of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation. This notification shall 
describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, 
and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by this 
permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no 
action has been taken. 
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8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity 
 



In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 
to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic 
toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; 
or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards 
applicable to chronic toxicity. 



 
 
. 
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C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA  
 



1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters 
 
a. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine 
recreational water: 



 
(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural 



public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed 
a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period 
between 25 and 30 calendar days. No single sample shall exceed 
the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the 
site-specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level. Marine recreational 
waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does 
not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test 
described above, shall not be lowered in quality. 



 
(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 



25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



 
(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 



treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public 
swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted 
where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to 
the enterococcus count. 



 
b. Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be 



measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this 
permit.  



 
2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters: 



 
a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for 



receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water 
Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012. 



 
b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that 



water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the 
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protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water. 



 
c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated: 
 



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which 
exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3). All State waters 
shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests 
listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director. 
 



(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on 
average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed 
in HAR 11-54(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from chronic 
toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or 
other methods specified by the Director. 



 
(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, on 



average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” 
standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3). All State waters 
shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average 
during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards 
for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3). 



 
(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, 



or other controllable sources of pollutants, include: 
 
i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom 



deposits; 
 



ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials; 
 



iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or 
detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to 
produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the 
receiving waters; 



 
iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, 



radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or in 
combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, 
plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any 
beneficial use of the water; 



 
v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations 
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which produce undesirable aquatic life; and 
 



vi. Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, 
such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; 
recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the 
cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 
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D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING 
LIMITATIONS 



 
1. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZID: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Light Extinction Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 
Turbidity NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



  
Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall 
be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit. 



 
2. Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZOM: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Total Nitrogen µg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen µg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 
Total Phosphorus µg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 
Chlorophyll a µg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



pH s.u. 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 
8.1, except coastal locations where and when 



freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater 
discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 



7.0. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from 
ambient conditions. 











PART D 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 18 



 
 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 21, 2014 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 



Salinity ppt 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or 
seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and 



oceanographic factors. 
1 To be evaluated on an annual basis. 



 
Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in 
Part E of this Permit. The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table 
above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall 
be evaluated based on a calendar year.
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E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 



The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, 
and offshore stations, as described below.  



 
1. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with 
water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C 
of this permit.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



S1 Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 18’ 41.1”N 157° 53’ 21.4”W 
S2 Center of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 17’ 59.8”N 157° 53’ 02.7”W 
S5 East End of Ala Moana Beach Park 21° 17’ 14.8”N 157° 50’ 46.6”W 
S7 Kakaako Park  21° 17’ 34.8”N 157° 51’ 53.4”W 
S8 Fort DeRussy Beach Park 21° 16’ 40.6”N 157° 50’ 02.2”W 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring Frequency 
Enterococci CFU/100 mL Surface Grab 7/Month1 



Visual Observations -- Visual 7/Month1,2 



1 Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur 
between sampling events. 



2 Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of 
sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of 
sewage shall be noted on the log sheet. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in the monthly DMRs. The DMRs submitted 
shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of 
any exceedances. 



 
2. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance 
with State water quality standards. Sampling of nearshore stations shall be 
coordinated with shoreline sampling.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R1 Keehi Lagoon (North) 21° 18’ 36.9”N 157° 54’ 17.2”W 
R2 Keehi Lagoon (South) 21° 18’ 08.7”N 157° 54’ 16.8”W 
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Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 
R3 Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel) 21° 18’ 16.1”N 157° 53’ 42.8”W 



C1A Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 39.0”N 157° 55’ 28.0”W 
C2A East Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 21.7”N 157° 54’ 36.5”W 
C3A Outside Sand Island Park 21° 17’ 16.9”N 157° 53’ 34.9”W 
C4 Near Kakaako Park 21° 17’ 19.9”N 157° 52’ 03.3”W 



C5A Near Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 53.6”N 157° 51’ 24.2”W 
1 R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 



meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour. 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 
Stations 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



Transparency meters Secchi Disc R, C 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual R, C 7/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc R, C 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab R, C2 7/Month 



C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A. 
R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3. 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The 



parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter 
above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below 
the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements. The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 
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3. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards. Offshore stations shall be located using a global 
positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision 
that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



D1 Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport)  21° 17’ 23.2”N 157° 55’ 30.1”W 
D2 North West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.7”N 157° 54’ 35.4”W 
D3 Near North East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.2”N 157° 53’ 49.1”W 
D4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 59.3”N 157° 52’ 25.5”W 
D5 South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 37.3”N 157° 51’ 31.6”W 
E1 North (inshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 17’ 10.5”N 157° 55’ 32.8”W 
E2 South West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.0”N 157° 54’ 39.0”W  
E3 Near South East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.3”N 157° 53’ 49.9”W 
E4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 47.1”N 157° 52’ 33.3”W 
E5 Outside Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 22.8”N 157° 51’ 40.9”W 



1 D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) 
contour. 



 
The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 



 
Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 



Frequency 
Transparency meters Secchi Disc 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual 1/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab2 1/Month 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality paramete  



Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface  
2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, 
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mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. Results for surface, mid-depth, 
and bottom shall be reported. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements. The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
4. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for 
chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below. The 
stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 
(C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). 
The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic 
monitoring. The number of samples required at each station is as follows: 



   



Station 
Number of Samples at Each Station 



(including Replicates) 
Chemistry Benthic Organisms 



Nearshore  



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic 
analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size 
analysis. 
 



Each station shall be monitored in August or September annually for the 
parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and 
biological samples shall be collected and processed in accordance with 
protocols found in Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods 
(EPA 430/9-86-004 1987).  
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a. Sediment Chemistry 
 



Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen 
grab sampler. Sediment samples for chemical analyses shall be taken from 
the top 2 centimeters of the grab sample and analyzed for the parameters 
listed below, using methods developed by National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality. For metals, the Permittee shall attempt to 
achieve target detection limits five times lower than the Effects Range Low 
(ERL), or the concentration at which 10 percent of the studies show effects. 
Analytical results shall be reported on a dry weight basis. 
 
Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and 
two (2) of this permit.  
 



Parameter Units 



Grain Size phi 
Total Organic Carbon percent 
Oxidation-reduction potential EH; mv 
Total Nitrogen mg/kg 
Acid volatile sulfides mg/kg 
Metals 
Aluminum mg/kg 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Beryllium mg/kg 
Cadmium mg/kg 
Chromium mg/kg 
Copper mg/kg 
Iron mg/kg 
Lead mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
Nickel mg/kg 
Selenium mg/kg 
Silver mg/kg 
Zinc mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 











PART E 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 25 



 
 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 21, 2014 



Parameter Units 



2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 



44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 
110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 
153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 
183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
b. Benthic Infauna Analyses 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van Veen 
grab sampler. A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of 
five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic 
organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen. Organisms retained on the 
sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 
70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage. 



 
All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the 
lowest taxon possible. Analyses of community parameters shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals 
per species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of 
species per station, total numerical abundance, and biomass. Biomass 
shall be estimated from wet weight measurements for the following taxa: 
molluscs, echinoderms, polychaetes, crustaceans, and other taxa. 



 
Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along 
with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community 
changes. Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, 
standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate 
analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also 
be conducted. Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to 
elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data. 



 
5. Fish Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore 
stations identified as follows. Each station shall be sampled annually in August 
or September by hook-and-line, or by setting baited lines or traps. 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



Outfall In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, 
centered on the given coordinates 21°16’58”N 157°54’21”W 



FR3 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 21°17’25.6”N 158°06’57.3”W 
FR4 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2 21°19’37.5”N 158°08’29.4”W 
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1 Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour. 
 



Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish 
parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, 
and wet weight (grams). Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be 
recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); 
color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and 
submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise 
means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division 
of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in 
fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall. A 
summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report. 



 
During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish 
species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue to 
be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish 
species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, 
akule) and representative of fish caught by recreational and commercial 
fishermen near the facility’s outfall. To minimize multiple source uncertainties, 
migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., many kilometers) 
shall not be selected. For selected species, chemical analyses shall be 
performed annually on a composite sample of standardized muscle tissue 
collected from at least three individuals. Chemical analyses shall be performed 
for pollutants specified in the table below. After the third year of testing, the 
EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to include only 
those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) through 
three (3) of this permit. 
 



Parameter Units 



Total Lipid percent 
Metals 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
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Parameter Units 



Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 



1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 
49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 
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114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 
156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 
187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
6. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



a. Within 3 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 
conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies 
minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, 
E-2, and E-3). In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the 
presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based 
on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM. The Study 
shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the 
receiving water for ammonia nitrogen. The Permittee shall provide an 
analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where 
assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the 
ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard). The 
analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to 
the ambient monitoring stations. The analysis should demonstrate whether 
assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time.  
 
The permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in 
order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the 
ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water. 



 
i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 



submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH. The Work 
Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which 
minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time 
frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a 
discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact 
available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete 
the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify 
any known potential challenges to completing the study. 



 
The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work 
Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions. 



 
ii. Within 2 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 



provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and 
provide any preliminary data and results available at that time. 
 



iii. Within 3 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 
submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and results 
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of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a minimum 
and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and verifies the 
presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen. 



 
b. In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 



to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information 
provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, 
revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR 
Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards. 



 
7. Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by 
March 31 of each year. The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall 
summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall 
include, at minimum: 



 
a. A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of 



sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed 
and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.). 



 
b. A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each 



station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom 
sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.). 



 
c. A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or 



measurements. A description of the sample collection and preservation 
procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report. 



 
d. A description of methods used for laboratory analyses. Variations in 



procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to 
the EPA and DOH, before implementation. All such variations must be 
reported with the analytical results. 



 
e. An in-depth discussion of monitoring results. All tabulations and 



computations shall be explained. 
 
8. Protocols and Methods 



 
The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and 
analyses: 



 
Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses 
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Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses 



Water quality samples (collection and process); 
sediment and biological samples 



Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) 
for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on 
Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-



004, 1987) 



Sediment samples handling 
Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis 
of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 



1981) 



Sediment Analysis 



NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for 
Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846, Method 8270 



Benthic community structure analysis Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) 



Fish tissue analysis 



Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) 
Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority 



Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from 
Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 



1986) 
 



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846 
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F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 



The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which 
impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless 
otherwise instructed by the DOH. The report shall include, at a minimum, an 
evaluation of critical parameters, including the following: 



 
1. Flow; 



 
2. BOD5 loading; 



 
3. TSS loading; 



 
4. Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes; 



 
5. Growth potential of the service area; 



 
6. Impact of new regulations; 



 
7. Bypasses and overflows; 



 
8. Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and, 



 
9. Treatment capacity based on additional information. 
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G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control 
Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any 
subsequent regulatory revisions. Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions 
place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not 
specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete 
the actions within six (6) months from the issuance date of this permit or the 
effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later. For 
violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to 
enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other 
appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA. The DOH and EPA may initiate 
enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with 
applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA.  



 
2. The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under 



Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, 
appropriate, and effective enforcement actions. The Permittee shall cause 
non-domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve 
compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the 
case of a new non-domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge. 



 
3. The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 



40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to: 
 



a. Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the 
pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1); 



 
b. Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and 



categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively; 
 



c. Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and 
 
d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment 



program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3). 
 



4. The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements 
under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 
125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following: 
 
a. During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, 



as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) 
of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial 
users. 
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The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial 
users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at 
least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in 
accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan. A second 
level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve 
timely compliance. 



 
Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  
As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users 
may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such 
cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and 
Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with 
the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will 
not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria. 



 
b. Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 



125.65(c)(1)(iii). 
 
c. Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable 



pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local 
limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to: 



 
(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each 



toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 
40 CFR 125.65; 



 
(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant 



loadings to the treatment plant; 
 



(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for 
pollutants requiring local limits; and, 



 
(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified. 



 
d. The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the 



following schedule: 
 



(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months 
after the permit effective date; 



 
(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 



12 months after the permit effective date; and, 
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(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement 
local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and 
EPA. 



 
5. The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for 



controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the 
adoption of this permit.  



 
6. The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its 



pretreatment activities over the previous year. In the event that the Permittee is 
not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the 
Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and 
when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements. This 
annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and 
is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be 
limited to, the following information: 



 
a. A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 



24-hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those 
pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water 
Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. 
This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with 
the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit. The 
Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos. Sludge 
monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit. The Permittee shall also 
provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants 
which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference 
or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the 
techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136; 



 
b. A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the 



treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by 
non-domestic users of the collection system. The discussion shall include 
the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, 
if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. 
The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant 
limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to 
existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass 
through; 



 
c. An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and 



addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed 
to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief 
explanation for each change. The list shall identify the SIUs subject to 
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federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are 
applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to 
local limitations; 



 
d. The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by 



providing a list or table which includes the following information: 
 
(1) Name of the SIU; 



 
(2) Category, if subject to federal categorical standards; 



 
(3) The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place; 



 
(4) The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year; 



 
(5) The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year; 



 
(6) For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, 



whether all required certifications were provided; 
 



(7) A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the 
violations were for categorical standards or local limits; 



 
(8) Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 



40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and,  
 



(9) Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to 
return the SIU to compliance. Describe the type of action, final 
compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, if 
any. Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into 
compliance. 



 
e. A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce 



pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs;  
 



f. A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment 
program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, 
changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, 
monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement 
policy, funding levels, or staffing levels; 



 
g. A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of 



pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and, 
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h. A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the 
program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 
40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii). 
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H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements  
 



a. General Conditions and Requirements 
 
(1) Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices 



 
(a) The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at 



a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by 
land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for 
further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable 
portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(b) Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is 



generated shall be considered to be surface disposal. The storage 
site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 
40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. If 
the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time 
prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request 
to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing 
the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b). 



 
(c) The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 



50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 
 
(d) If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not 



listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit 
modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 
180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate 
disposal practice. 



 
(2) Duty to Mitigate 



 
(a) The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following: 
 



(i) All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in 
accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62, whether the Permittee 
uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party 
for further treatment, use, or disposal. 
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(ii) Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are 
informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 
503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(iii) Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate 



an underground drinking water source. 
 
(iv) Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a 



public nuisance. 
 
(v) Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional 



treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to 
keep sludge contained. 



 
(b) The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or 



minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the environment. 



 
(3) Other Conditions 
 



(a) The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit 
to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or 
disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted 
under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard 
is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a 
pollutant or practice not covered in this permit. 



 
(b) The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other 



conditions of this permit. In the event of a conflict, those 
requirements more protective of the environment shall apply. 



 
(c) The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA 



independently of being included in this permit. 
 



b. Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 



(1) Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified 
below: 



 
(a) Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
 



Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B) No “Free 
Liquids”1 1/Year 
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Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) Test2 



2 1/Year 



Priority Pollutants3 N/A 1/Year4 



N/A = Not Applicable 
1 “Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095. 
2 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 



3 Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a). 
4 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(b) Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill 
or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant 
Growth) 



 



Parameter 



Limitation (Mg/kg) 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



0<
25



 m
 



25
<5



0 
m



 



50
<7



5 
m



 



75
<1



00
 m



 



10
0<



12
5 



m
 



12
5<



15
0 



m
 



>1
50



 m
 



Arsenic1 30 34 39 46 53 62 73 2 



Chromium1 200 220 260 300 360 450 600 2 



Nickel1 210 240 270 320 390 420 420 2 



TCLP Test3 3 1/Year 
Priority Pollutants4 N/A 1/Year5 



m = Meter 
N/A = Not Applicable 
1 The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with 



no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the 
active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line. 



2 Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table: 
 



Annual Production, Dry 
Weight 



(Metric Tons/Year) 
Monitoring Frequency 



0 - 290 1/Year 
(November) 



290 – 1,500 1/Quarter  
(Feb/May/Aug/Dec) 



1,500 – 15,000 6/Year 
(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec) 



>15,000 1/Month 
 
3 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 
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4 Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a). 
5 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(c) Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of 
Improving Plant Growth) 



 
The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater 
Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater 
Branch. 



 
c. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill 



 
(1) The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills 



that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1. 
 
(2) Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 



9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test). 
 



d. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites 
(Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving 
Plant Growth) 



 
(1) Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the 



general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without 
liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational 
standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits 
requested by the Director. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a 



groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify 
that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer 
contamination. 



 
e. Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the 



Purpose of Improving Plant Growth) 
 



The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management 
Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch. 



 
f. Notification Requirements 
 



(1) If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another 
state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting 
authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office 
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for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior 
to shipment. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and 



the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public 
health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the 
non-compliance. A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, 
postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee 
becomes aware of the non-compliance. 



 
(3) The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not 



reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports 
are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit. 



 
g. Annual Report 
 



By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report 
on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the 
EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director. The report shall 
provide the following information: 
 
(1) Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the 



usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons). 
 
(2) Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b. 
 
(3) If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the 



Permittee shall include the following certification statement: 
 



"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and 
toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have 
been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have 
been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination 
has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance 
with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine 
that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for false certification including fine 
and imprisonment." 



 
(4) If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following 



information shall be included: 
 



(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27. 
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(b) Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface 



disposal site. 
 
(d) Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by a 



groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and 
phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface 
disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination. 



 
(5) If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included: 



 
(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities 



preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's 
report, if submitted to EPA separately. 



 
(b) Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional 



quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing 
further treatment/blending prior to land application. 



 
(c) Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge 



(street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels. 
 
(d) Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification 



by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the 
sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate 
determined for each crop. 



 
(e) Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of 



non-exceptional quality sludge. 
 



(6) If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included: 
 
(a) Age of stored sludge. 
 
(b) Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude). 
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(7) If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the 
methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and 
longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included. 



 
(8) Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB 



Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:   



 
https://eha cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx.  



 
You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and 
password. After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to 
locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. 
All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded 
e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements 
and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance 
Submissions Form, with original signature and date. 
 



(9) A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the 
following addresses: 
 



Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105  



 
Wastewater Sludge Program Manager 
Wastewater Branch 
Environmental Management Division 
Department of Health 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309 



  Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
 



2. Requirements for Receiving Sludge 
 



a. Approval 
 



Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the 
Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater 
treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a 
sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped 
to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters.  
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b. Reporting 
 
The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and 
amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. 
The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs. 



  
c. Retraction 



 
The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's 
treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring 
results be in non-compliance with this permit, or the Director deems 
necessary. 
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I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Schedule of Submission 
  



a. Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 
 



(1) Effluent Monitoring Program 
 



Within 30 days after the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 
submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program which complies 
with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval. 



 
(2) The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the 



following: 
 



(a) Sampling location map; 
(b) Sample holding time; 
(c) Preservation techniques;    
(d) Test method and method detection level; and 
(e) Quality control measures. 



 
The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the 
approved program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with 
the terms and conditions of this permit. 



 
Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved 
under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the 
compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge 
limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test 
procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection 
limit of the method. 
 



If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the 
Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the 
constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the 
method or a reference to a published method. 



 
2. Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements 



 
a. Certification of Transmittals 



 
Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07(b), with 
the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory: 
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“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with 
a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather 
and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the 
person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly 
responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted 
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for 
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or 
imprisonment for knowing violations.” 



 
b. Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal. 



 
Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future 
correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing 
of the document(s). 



 
c. Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results 



 
(1) All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample 



preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most 
recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. 
All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall 
be performed as specified in this permit.  



 
(2) In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall 



be reported as total recoverable. 
 



(3) Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report 
(DMR) form (EPA No. 3320-1). The results of all monitoring required by 
this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct 
comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this 
permit. 



 
(4) For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting 



threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). 
As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in 
accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and 
must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is 
equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML).  



 
(a) The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte 



that can be detected with 99% confidence. 
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(b) The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to 



the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a 
specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific 
sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been 
followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML 
is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL. 



 
Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on 
DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between 
the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section 
on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during 
the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be 
reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”). 



 
(5) Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR 



form shall so state. 
 
(6) All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage 



and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water 
Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data 
base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA). 



   
d. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee 



 
If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein 
more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical 
methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall 
be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated. 



 
e. Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR 
 



The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically 
using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr. 



 





http://www.epa.gov/netdmr
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DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the 
month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins 
submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard 
copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director. 



 
f. Schedule of Submission 



 
(1) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Discharge Monitoring Report 1/Month 
28th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 
SIU Compliance Status 
Report 2/Year July 31 and December 31 



of each year 
Sludge/Biosolids Annual 
Report 1/Year February 19 of each year 



Pretreatment Annual Report 1/Year February 28 of each year 
Receiving Water Monitoring 
Report 1/Year March 31 of each year 



Wastewater Pollution 
Prevention Program Annual 
Report 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Initial Investigation TRE 
Workplan 1/Permit Term 90 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Work Plan 1/Permit Term 180 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Report 1/Permit Term 3 years after permit 



effective date 
 
Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this 
permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be 
submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise 
specified:  



 
Director of Health 
Department of Health 
Environmental Management Division 
Clean Water Branch  
 



All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be 
submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual 
NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: 
https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not 
already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to 
obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the 





https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx
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Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to 
complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or 
DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a 
completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-
Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original 
signature and date. 



 
Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be 
submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H 
of this permit. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 



Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as 
specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Shoreline Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Month 



15th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 



Offshore Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Quarter 



90th day following 
completed reporting 



period 
Offshore Sediment 
(chemistry and benthic 
organisms) 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Fish Monitoring 1/Year March 31 of each year 
Receiving Water data entry 
into STORET  1/Year March 31 of each year 



 
Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, 
to the following address:  



 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 



 
3. Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset 
 



The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for 
bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR  
Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions 
Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)). 
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a. Immediate Reporting 
 



(1) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 
contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally 
notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel 
become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after 
the event. 



 
(2) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, 
the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services 
at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the 
circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
(3) In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, 



if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, 
but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
b. Contact for Oral Reports 



 
(1) The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours 



(7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 
586-4309. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours 



to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard 
Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the 
State Hospital Operator at 247-2191. 



 
c. Written Submission 



 
(1) For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the 



Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee 
shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in 
Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's 
authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance. 



 
(2) The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its 



cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; 
if the non-compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is 
expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if 
any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent 
reoccurrence of the non-compliance. 
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(3) The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day 



deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and 
violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has 
been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the 
non-compliance. 



 
d. Other Non-Compliance 



 
The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not 
reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by 
Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the 
information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit. 
 



4. Other Reporting Requirements 
 



The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 
122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard 
NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit 
supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7).  
 



5. Planned Changes 
 



Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not 
covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the 
Director on a quarterly basis. 



 
6. Types of Sample 
 



a. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a 
randomly-selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes.  



 
b. "Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample 



aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the 
facility over a 24-hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; 
either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot 
must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the 
total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may 
be collected manually or automatically.  
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J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 



1. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised 
and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH. If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be 
developed and enacted by the Permittee. Activities of this program shall be 
reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit. 



 
2. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power 



source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities. All 
equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, 
flooding, and other physical phenomena. The alternate power source shall be 
designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic 
testing. If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall 
halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or 
failure of the primary source of power.  



 
3. This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES 



regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional 
conditions or limitations based on newly available information.
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K. LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS 
 



(See Figures 1 and 2)
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Figure 1 – Location Map
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Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations
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APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS 
 



Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Metals 
Antimony 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Arsenic 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beryllium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Cadmium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chromium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Copper 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Lead 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mercury 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nickel 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Selenium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Silver 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Thallium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Zinc 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pesticides 
Aldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlordane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dieldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDT 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDE 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDD 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha-Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endosulfan Sulfate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin Aldehyde 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor Epoxide 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Delta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Gamma BHC (Lindane) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toxaphene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1016 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1221 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1232 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1242 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1248 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1254 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1260 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Base/Neutral Extractables 
Acenaphthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acenaphthylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-
Chloroethoxy)Methane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Bromophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloronaphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chrysene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



1,2-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Diethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dimethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine  
(as Azobenzene) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluorene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobutadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachloroethane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Isophorone 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Naphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nitrobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenanthrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acid Extractables 
2-Chlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



P-Chloro-M-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pentachlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Volatile Organics 
Acrolein Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acrylonitrile Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bromoform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Carbon Tetrachloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorobenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorodibromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
hloroform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dichlorobromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloropropane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichloropropylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Ethylbenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Bromide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Tetrachloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toluene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Trichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Vinyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Miscellaneous 
Cyanide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Asbestos 
(Not required unless 
otherwise specified) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



2,3,7,8-
Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-
Dioxin (TCDD) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



301(h) Pesticides 
Demeton 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Guthion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Parathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Malathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mirex 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methoxychlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Greenberg, Ken; Polek, Jim
Cc: Smith, DavidW
Subject: FW: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 7:42:00 AM
Attachments: 20140813.Public Notice Transmittal - HI 0020117-08019PKP.14.PDF


08019PKP.14a.doc
08019PKP.14b.pdf
08019PKP.14c.pdf


The permit for Sand Island WWTP is being public-noticed on August 20th. Our comments on the draft
 permit have been addressed, including a shorter compliance schedule for enterococcus. Please see
 the attached permit and fact sheet and let me know if you have any questions/concerns no later


 than September 12th. Thanks!
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FE59D7C17B2B4A7FB2F96D26A54A9AF2-ESABLAD

mailto:Greenberg.Ken@epa.gov
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PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE  
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM  



  
In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 



(33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and 
Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11-54 and 11-55, Department of Health 
(DOH), State of Hawaii, 



 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
(hereinafter PERMITTEE), 
 
is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named 
Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01”N 
and Longitude 157°54’24”W,  
 
from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 
 
in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that 
is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at:  
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/. 



 
All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to 



regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless 
otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable 
regulations in Title 40 of the CFR.  
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on 
____________2014. 
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will 
expire at midnight, ______________, 2014. 
         
Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014.  
 
  



____________________________  
(For) Director of Health  
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS  



 
1. During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting 



until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge 
treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited 
and monitored as specified below. 



 
Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Flow  2 2 2 MGD Continuous/ 
Estimate4 -- 



Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 
20 Deg. C) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 



Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 
   



MGD – Million Gallons per Day 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow. 
3 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results. 
4 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
 



Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



pH Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 s.u. 5/Week Grab 



Chronic Toxicity -- -- Pass3 Pass/Fail 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 



Chlordane 0.05 -- 0.38 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.037 -- 0.28 lbs/day 



Dieldrin 0.0074 -- 0.18 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0056 -- 0.14 lbs/day 



DDT4 0.0024 -- 0.094 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0018 -- 0.071 lbs/day 



Enterococci -- 3,6055 18,0006 CFU/100
mL 1/Day7 Grab8 



Total Oil and Grease -- -- 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab -- -- 9 lbs/day 



Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



-- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab10 -- 9 9 lbs/day 



Fats, Oils, and Grease -- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Calculate11 



-- 9 9 lbs/day 



Temperature -- 9 9 °C 1/Week Grab 
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Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Total Nitrogen 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Total Phosphorus 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 
(NO3+NO2) 



9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Ammonia Nitrogen 
9 9 47,894 µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite -- -- 35,949 lbs/day 
Turbidity 9 9 -- NTU 1/Month Grab 
Remaining Pollutants12 9 9 -- μg/l 2/Year 13 



N/A – Not Applicable 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
3 “Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit. 
4 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
5 Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit. 
6 Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using 



approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated 
using a daily geometric mean. 



7 Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample.  
8 Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane 



Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, 
December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99. 



9 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results. 
10 Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 



24 hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. 
Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical 
results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting. 



11 Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons. 
12 The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining 



pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above. Results 
shall be submitted with the discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred. 



13 The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples 
may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1. 



 
2. For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, 



monitoring shall be conducted on the same day.  
 



3. All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the 
calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters 
monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two (2) months 
(i.e., for discharge parameters monitored once per week).  
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4. Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, 



nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day 
that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted. 



 
5. Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this 



permit shall be taken at the following locations: 
 



a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be 
taken: 
 
i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer; 
ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and  
iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be 



obtained.  
 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples 
shall be taken: 
 
i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment 



processes; and  
ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples 



of the final effluent can be obtained. 
 



6. Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus 
 



a. The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation 
for enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the 
following monthly geometric mean interim effluent limitation for 
enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001.  The interim monthly geometric 
mean effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the 
effective date of this permit until June 30, 2024. 



 



Parameter 
Interim Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 



Monthly Geometric 
Mean Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 
Enterococcus 16,431 CFU/100 mL 1/Day Grab1 
1 Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample collected between 12 noon and 3:00 pm. 



Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Membrane Filter Test Method for 
Enterococci in Water (EPA 821-R-97-004, May 1997) or ASTM D6503-99.  



 
b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final 



monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
Section A.1 of this permit.  These tasks shall be completed as soon as 
reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified 
below. 
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Task Compliance Date 



1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to 
DOH. 



January 1, 2015 



2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives 
to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for 
implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with 
consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary 
treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree. 



 
The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all 
reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation 
for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on 
the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus 
specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2016 



3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice 
to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2019 



4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a 
notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and 
facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean 
effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this 
permit. 



January 1, 2022 



5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment 
processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final 
geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2024 



6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit. June 30, 2024 



7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of 
each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its 
compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance 
schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim 
compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable 
interim compliance task. The report shall further include status 
updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks 
and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving 
compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the 
final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 



Annually by January 1st 
and 14 days prior to 
each interim date. 



 
c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, 



the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance 
with the above compliance schedules.  If the Permittee did not comply with 
an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim 
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compliance task.  The report shall further include status updates regarding 
compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known 
potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim 
tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 
 



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance 
schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which 
the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage 
or take direct enforcement action.
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B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Monitoring Frequency 
 



The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 
24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures 
outlined below.  
 
For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee 
has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin 
sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall 
document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all 
attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period. 



 
2. Test Species and Methods 
 



The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using 
Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test 
Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, 
CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, 
RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD 
Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance 
procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods 
for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136,1995). 



 
3. Chronic WET Permit Limit 
 



All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the 
toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by 
the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using 
the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).  For any one chronic 
toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the 
null hypothesis (Ho): 



 
IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean 
response. 
 
For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used. 
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A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the 
DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported 
as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee 
shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. 
If a test result is reported as “Fail,” then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 
(Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit. 



 
4. Quality Assurance 
 



a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations 
and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual 
previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below. 



 
b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from 



a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC 
(for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of 
Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. 
The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent.  



 
c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described 



in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the 
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast 
Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995).  If the 
dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a 
second control using culture water shall also be used.  



 
d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with 



a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured 
in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference 
toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the 
same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.). 



 
e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be 



reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation 
of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance 
and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
(40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000). 



 
f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all 



test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee 
shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days. 



g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be 
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removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written 
approval by the Director. 



  
5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan 
 



Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall 
prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan 
shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured 
above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at 
minimum: 



 
a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would 



be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent 
variability, and treatment system efficiency. 



 
b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system 



efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used 
in operations at the facility. 



 
c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification 



Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside 
contractor). 



  
d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.  



 
6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process 
 



a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of 
toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall 
conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test 
method.  This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt 
of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit.  If the additional 
toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the 
Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency. 



 
b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity 



is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity 
tests using the same species and test method, approximately every 
two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period.  This testing shall begin within 
14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET 
permit limit.  If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic 
WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing 
frequency. 
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c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or 



B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 
14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate 
a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual 
Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction 
Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee 
shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall 
include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to 
investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the 
Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent 
the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions. 



 
d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes 



of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, 
EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: 
Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 
1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II 
Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and 
Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic 
Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation 
Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity 
(EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, 
the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of 
a TRE.  



 
e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the 



Director.  The TIE plan, at a minimum shall: 
 



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in 
developing TIE procedures. 
 



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data. 
 



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort. 
 



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program. 
 



(5) Establish a monitoring program. 
 



(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE 
effort. 
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(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE 



manipulations. 
 



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in 
evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such 
as pollutant scans for toxic effluent. 
 



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team 
conducting the TIE results interpretation. 
 



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive. 



The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director 
within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days 
of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE.  



 
7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results 
 



a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the 
toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test 
result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where: 



 
percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean 
response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100, 



 
and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for 
the IWC mean response and the Control mean response. 



 
b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing 



as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was 
conducted.  The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; 
the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all 
results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity 
test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations. 



 
c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days 



of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation.  This notification shall 
describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, 
and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by this 
permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no 
action has been taken. 
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8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity 
 



In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 
to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic 
toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; 
or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards 
applicable to chronic toxicity. 



 
 
. 
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C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA  
 



1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters 
 
a. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine 
recreational water: 



 
(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural 



public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed 
a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period 
between 25 and 30 calendar days.  No single sample shall exceed 
the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the 
site-specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level.  Marine recreational 
waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does 
not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test 
described above, shall not be lowered in quality. 



 
(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 



25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



 
(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 



treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public 
swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted 
where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to 
the enterococcus count. 



 
b. Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be 



measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this 
permit.  



 
2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters: 



 
a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for 



receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water 
Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012. 



 
b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that 



water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the 
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protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water. 



 
c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated: 
 



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which 
exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests 
listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director. 
 



(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on 
average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed 
in HAR 11-54(b)(3).  All State waters shall also be free from chronic 
toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or 
other methods specified by the Director. 



 
(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, 



on average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” 
standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average 
during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards 
for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3). 



 
(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, 



or other controllable sources of pollutants, include: 
 
i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom 



deposits; 
 



ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials; 
 



iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or 
detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to 
produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the 
receiving waters; 



 
iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, 



radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or 
in combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, 
plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any 
beneficial use of the water; 
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v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations 



which produce undesirable aquatic life; and 
 



vi. Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, 
such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; 
recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the 
cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 
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D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING 



LIMITATIONS 
 



1. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) 
 



The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZID: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Light Extinction Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 
Turbidity NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



  
Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall 
be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit. 



 
2. Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZOM: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Total Nitrogen µg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen µg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 
Total Phosphorus µg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 
Chlorophyll a µg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



pH s.u. 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 
8.1, except coastal locations where and when 



freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater 
discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 



7.0. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from 
ambient conditions. 
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Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 



Salinity ppt 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or 
seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and 



oceanographic factors. 
1 To be evaluated on an annual basis. 



 
Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in 
Part E of this Permit.  The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table 
above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall 
be evaluated based on a calendar year.



 
3. Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation 
 



The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire 
receiving water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any 
sources that may be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water 
Quality Standards.  Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the 
efforts of all monitoring partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design 
and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the region.  During these 
coordinated sampling efforts, the Permittee's receiving water sampling and 
analytical effort will be reallocated to provide a regional assessment of the 
impact of the discharge.  Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program 
will be coordinated so as to provide a more comprehensive picture of the 
ecological and statistical significance of monitoring results and to determine 
cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The Permittee is required to: 



 
a. Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water. 



 
b. Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the 



water quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water 
are being attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of 
attainment. 



 
c. Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels, 



instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, 
precision, and accuracy. 
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d. Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision 



unit(s) shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving 
State water.  



 
e. State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the 



decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are 
required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water. 



 
f. Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being 



measured. 
 



g. Develop the plan for obtaining data.   
 



h. Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will 
participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into 
the receiving waters shall be asked to participate.  



 
i. Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional 



monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are 
discharging into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating 
government agencies and private entities.   



 
j. Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the 



receiving waters within two (2) years from the issuance date of this permit.  
The final plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its 
implementation.  If an acceptable plan is not submitted within two (2) years 
from the issuance date of this permit, DOH will provide the plan that the 
Permittee must implement.  DOH will provide this plan to the Permittee 
within 2.5 years from the issuance date of this permit. 



 
k. Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring 



activities plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  
Regional monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at 
least one (1) year to account for seasonal variation.   



 
l. Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all 



of the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years 
from the issuance date of this permit. 



 
All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and 
EPA acceptance. 
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E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 



The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, 
and offshore stations, as described below.  



 
1. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with 
water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C 
of this permit.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



S1 Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 18’ 41.1”N 157° 53’ 21.4”W 
S2 Center of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 17’ 59.8”N 157° 53’ 02.7”W 
S5 East End of Ala Moana Beach Park 21° 17’ 14.8”N 157° 50’ 46.6”W 
S7 Kakaako Park  21° 17’ 34.8”N 157° 51’ 53.4”W 
S8 Fort DeRussy Beach Park 21° 16’ 40.6”N 157° 50’ 02.2”W 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring Frequency 
Enterococci CFU/100 mL Surface Grab 7/Month1 



Visual Observations -- Visual 7/Month1,2 



1 Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur 
between sampling events. 



2 Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of 
sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of 
sewage shall be noted on the log sheet. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in the monthly DMRs.  The DMRs submitted 
shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
2. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance 
with State water quality standards.  Sampling of nearshore stations shall be 
coordinated with shoreline sampling.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R1 Keehi Lagoon (North) 21° 18’ 36.9”N 157° 54’ 17.2”W 
R2 Keehi Lagoon (South) 21° 18’ 08.7”N 157° 54’ 16.8”W 
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Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R3 Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel) 21° 18’ 16.1”N 157° 53’ 42.8”W 
C1A Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 39.0”N 157° 55’ 28.0”W 
C2A East Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 21.7”N 157° 54’ 36.5”W 
C3A Outside Sand Island Park 21° 17’ 16.9”N 157° 53’ 34.9”W 
C4 Near Kakaako Park 21° 17’ 19.9”N 157° 52’ 03.3”W 



C5A Near Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 53.6”N 157° 51’ 24.2”W 
1 R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 



meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour. 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 
Stations 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



Transparency meters Secchi Disc R, C 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual R, C 7/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc R, C 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab R, C2 7/Month 



C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A. 
R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3. 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The 



parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter 
above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below 
the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements.  The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 
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3. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards.  Offshore stations shall be located using a global 
positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision 
that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



D1 Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport)  21° 17’ 23.2”N 157° 55’ 30.1”W 
D2 North West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.7”N 157° 54’ 35.4”W 
D3 Near North East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.2”N 157° 53’ 49.1”W 
D4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 59.3”N 157° 52’ 25.5”W 
D5 South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 37.3”N 157° 51’ 31.6”W 
E1 North (inshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 17’ 10.5”N 157° 55’ 32.8”W 
E2 South West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.0”N 157° 54’ 39.0”W  
E3 Near South East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.3”N 157° 53’ 49.9”W 
E4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 47.1”N 157° 52’ 33.3”W 
E5 Outside Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 22.8”N 157° 51’ 40.9”W 



1 D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) 
contour. 



 
The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 



 
Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 



Frequency 
Transparency meters Secchi Disc 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual 1/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab2 1/Month 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality paramete  



Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface  
2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, 
mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. Results for surface, mid-depth, 
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and bottom shall be reported. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements.  The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
4. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for 
chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below.  The 
stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 
(C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). 
The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic 
monitoring.  The number of samples required at each station is as follows: 



   



Station 
Number of Samples at Each Station 



(including Replicates) 
Chemistry Benthic Organisms 



Nearshore  



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic 
analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size 
analysis. 
 



Each station shall be monitored in August or September annually for the 
parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and 
biological samples shall be collected and processed in accordance with 
protocols found in Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods 
(EPA 430/9-86-004 1987).  



 
a. Sediment Chemistry 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen 
grab sampler.  Sediment samples for chemical analyses shall be taken from 
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the top two (2) centimeters of the grab sample and analyzed for the 
parameters listed below, using methods developed by National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality.  For metals, the Permittee shall attempt to 
achieve target detection limits five times lower than the Effects Range Low 
(ERL), or the concentration at which 10 percent of the studies show effects. 
Analytical results shall be reported on a dry weight basis. 
 
Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and 
two (2) of this permit.  
 



Parameter Units 



Grain Size phi 
Total Organic Carbon percent 
Oxidation-reduction potential EH; mv 
Total Nitrogen mg/kg 
Acid volatile sulfides mg/kg 
Metals 
Aluminum mg/kg 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Beryllium mg/kg 
Cadmium mg/kg 
Chromium mg/kg 
Copper mg/kg 
Iron mg/kg 
Lead mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
Nickel mg/kg 
Selenium mg/kg 
Silver mg/kg 
Zinc mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











PART E 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 25 



 



Parameter Units 



Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 
1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 



44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 
110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 
153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 
183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
b. Benthic Infauna Analyses 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van 
Veen grab sampler.  A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of 
five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic 
organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen.  Organisms retained on the 
sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 
70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage. 



 
All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the 
lowest taxon possible.  Analyses of community parameters shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals per 
species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of species 
per station, total numerical abundance, and biomass.  Biomass shall be 
estimated from wet weight measurements for the following taxa: molluscs, 
echinoderms, polychaetes, crustaceans, and other taxa. 



 
Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along 
with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community 
changes.  Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, 
standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate 
analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also 
be conducted.  Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to 
elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data. 



 
5. Fish Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore 
stations identified as follows.  Each station shall be sampled annually in August 
or September by hook-and-line, or by setting baited lines or traps. 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



Outfall In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, 
centered on the given coordinates 21°16’58”N 157°54’21”W 



FR3 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 21°17’25.6”N 158°06’57.3”W 
FR4 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2 21°19’37.5”N 158°08’29.4”W 
1 Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour. 
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Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish 
parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, 
and wet weight (grams).  Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be 
recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); 
color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and 
submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise 
means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division 
of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in 
fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall.  A 
summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report. 



 
During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish 
species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue 
to be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish 
species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, 
akule) and representative of fish caught by recreational and commercial 
fishermen near the facility’s outfall.  To minimize multiple source uncertainties, 
migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., many kilometers) 
shall not be selected.  For selected species, chemical analyses shall be 
performed annually on a composite sample of standardized muscle tissue 
collected from at least three individuals.  Chemical analyses shall be performed 
for pollutants specified in the table below.  After the third year of testing, the 
EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to include only 
those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) through 
three (3) of this permit. 
 



Parameter Units 



Total Lipid percent 
Metals 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 



1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 
49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 
114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 
156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 
187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 
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6. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



a. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies 
minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, 
E-2, and E-3).  In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the 
presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based 
on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM.  The Study 
shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the 
receiving water for ammonia nitrogen.  The Permittee shall provide an 
analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where 
assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the 
ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard).  The 
analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to 
the ambient monitoring stations.  The analysis should demonstrate whether 
assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time.  
 
The permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in 
order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the 
ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water. 



 
i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 



submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH.  The Work 
Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which 
minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time 
frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a 
discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact 
available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete 
the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify 
any known potential challenges to completing the study. 



 
The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work 
Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions. 



 
ii. Within two (2) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 



shall provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and 
provide any preliminary data and results available at that time. 
 



iii. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and 
results of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a 
minimum and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and 
verifies the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen. 
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b. In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 



to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information 
provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, 
revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR 
Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards. 



 
7. Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by 
March 31 of each year.  The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall 
summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall 
include, at minimum: 



 
a. A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of 



sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed 
and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.). 



 
b. A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each 



station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom 
sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.). 



 
c. A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or 



measurements.  A description of the sample collection and preservation 
procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report. 



 
d. A description of methods used for laboratory analyses.  Variations in 



procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to 
the EPA and DOH, before implementation.  All such variations must be 
reported with the analytical results. 



 
e. An in-depth discussion of monitoring results.  All tabulations and 



computations shall be explained. 
 
8. Protocols and Methods 



 
The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and 
analyses: 
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Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses 



Water quality samples (collection and process); 
sediment and biological samples 



Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) 
for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on 
Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-



004, 1987) 



Sediment samples handling 
Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis 
of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 



1981) 



Sediment Analysis 



NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for 
Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846, Method 8270 



Benthic community structure analysis Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) 



Fish tissue analysis 



Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) 
Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority 



Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from 
Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 



1986) 
 



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846 
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F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which 
impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless 
otherwise instructed by the DOH.  The report shall include, at a minimum, an 
evaluation of critical parameters, including the following: 



 
1. Flow; 



 
2. BOD5 loading; 



 
3. TSS loading; 



 
4. Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes; 



 
5. Growth potential of the service area; 



 
6. Impact of new regulations; 



 
7. Bypasses and overflows; 



 
8. Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and, 



 
9. Treatment capacity based on additional information. 
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G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control 
Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any 
subsequent regulatory revisions.  Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions 
place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not 
specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete 
the actions within six (6) months from the issuance date of this permit or the 
effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later.  For 
violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to 
enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other 
appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA.  The DOH and EPA may initiate 
enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with 
applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA.  



 
2. The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under 



Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, 
appropriate, and effective enforcement actions.  The Permittee shall cause 
non-domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve 
compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the 
case of a new non-domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge. 



 
3. The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 



40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to: 
 



a. Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the 
pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1); 



 
b. Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and 



categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively; 
 



c. Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and 
 
d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment 



program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3). 
 



4.    The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements 
under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 
125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following: 
 
a. During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, 



as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) 
of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial 
users. 
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The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial 
users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at 
least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in 
accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan.  A second 
level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve 
timely compliance. 



 
Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  
As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users 
may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such 
cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and 
Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with 
the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will 
not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria. 



 
b. Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 



125.65(c)(1)(iii). 
 
c. Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable 



pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local 
limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to: 



 
(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each 



toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 
40 CFR 125.65; 



 
(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant 



loadings to the treatment plant; 
 



(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for 
pollutants requiring local limits; and, 



 
(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified. 



 
d. The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the 



following schedule: 
 



(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months 
after the permit effective date; 



 
(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 



12 months after the permit effective date; and, 
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(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement 



local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and 
EPA. 



 
5. The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for 



controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the 
adoption of this permit.  



 
6. The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its 



pretreatment activities over the previous year.  In the event that the Permittee is 
not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the 
Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and 
when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements.  This 
annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and 
is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be 
limited to, the following information: 



 
a. A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 



24-hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those 
pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water 
Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. 
This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with 
the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit.  The 
Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos.  Sludge 
monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit.  The Permittee shall also 
provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants 
which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference 
or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the 
techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136; 



 
b. A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the 



treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by 
non-domestic users of the collection system.  The discussion shall include 
the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, 
if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. 
The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant 
limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to 
existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass 
through; 



 
c. An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and 



addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed 
to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief 
explanation for each change.  The list shall identify the SIUs subject to  
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 federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are 



applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to 
local limitations; 



 
d. The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by 



providing a list or table which includes the following information: 
 
(1) Name of the SIU; 



 
(2) Category, if subject to federal categorical standards; 



 
(3) The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place; 



 
(4) The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year; 



 
(5) The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year; 



 
(6) For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, 



whether all required certifications were provided; 
 



(7) A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the 
violations were for categorical standards or local limits; 



 
(8) Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 



40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and,  
 



(9) Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to 
return the SIU to compliance.  Describe the type of action, final 
compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, 
if any.  Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into 
compliance. 



 
e. A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce 



pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs;  
 



f. A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment 
program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, 
changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, 
monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement 
policy, funding levels, or staffing levels; 



 
g. A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of 



pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and, 
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h. A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the 



program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 
40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii). 



 
i. Annual reports shall be submitted to the following agencies: 



 
(a) State of Hawaii 



Department of Health 
   Environmental Management Division 
   Clean Water Branch 
   919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
   Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
 



(b) Regional Pretreatment Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
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H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements  
 



a. General Conditions and Requirements 
 
(1) Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices 



 
(a) The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at 



a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by 
land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for 
further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable 
portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(b) Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is 



generated shall be considered to be surface disposal.  The storage 
site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 
40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62.  If 
the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time 
prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request 
to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing 
the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b). 



 
(c) The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 



50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 
 
(d) If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not 



listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit 
modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 
180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate 
disposal practice. 



 
(2) Duty to Mitigate 



 
(a) The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following: 
 



(i) All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in 
accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62, whether the Permittee 
uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party 
for further treatment, use, or disposal. 



 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











PART H 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 39 



 
(ii) Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are 



informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 
503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(iii) Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate 



an underground drinking water source. 
 
(iv) Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a 



public nuisance. 
 
(v) Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional 



treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to 
keep sludge contained. 



 
(b) The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or 



minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the environment. 



 
(3) Other Conditions 
 



(a) The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit 
to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or 
disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted 
under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard 
is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a 
pollutant or practice not covered in this permit. 



 
(b) The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other 



conditions of this permit.  In the event of a conflict, those 
requirements more protective of the environment shall apply. 



 
(c) The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA 



independently of being included in this permit. 
 



b. Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 



(1) Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified 
below: 



 
(a) Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
 



Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B) No “Free 
Liquids”1 1/Year 
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Monitoring Parameter/Test 



Procedures 
Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) Test2 



2 1/Year 



Priority Pollutants3 N/A 1/Year4 



N/A = Not Applicable 
1 “Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095. 
2 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 



3 Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a). 
4 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(b) Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill 
or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant 
Growth) 



 



Parameter 



Limitation (Mg/kg) 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



0<
25



 m
 



25
<5



0 
m



 



50
<7



5 
m



 



75
<1



00
 m



 



10
0<



12
5 



m
 



12
5<



15
0 



m
 



>1
50



 m
 



Arsenic1 30 34 39 46 53 62 73 2 



Chromium1 200 220 260 300 360 450 600 2 



Nickel1 210 240 270 320 390 420 420 2 



TCLP Test3 3 1/Year 
Priority Pollutants4 N/A 1/Year5 



m = Meter 
N/A = Not Applicable 
1 The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with 



no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the 
active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line. 



2 Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table: 
 



Annual Production, Dry 
Weight 



(Metric Tons/Year) 
Monitoring Frequency 



0 - 290 1/Year 
(November) 



290 – 1,500 1/Quarter  
(Feb/May/Aug/Dec) 



1,500 – 15,000 6/Year 
(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec) 



>15,000 1/Month 
 
3 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 
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4 Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a). 
5 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(c) Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of 
Improving Plant Growth) 



 
The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater 
Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater 
Branch. 



 
c. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill 



 
(1) The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills 



that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1. 
 
(2) Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 



9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test). 
 



d. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites 
(Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving 
Plant Growth) 



 
(1) Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the 



general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without 
liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational 
standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits 
requested by the Director. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a 



groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify 
that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer 
contamination. 



 
e. Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the 



Purpose of Improving Plant Growth) 
 



The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management 
Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch. 



 
f. Notification Requirements 
 



(1) If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another 
state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting 
authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office 
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for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior 
to shipment. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and 



the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public 
health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the 
non-compliance.  A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, 
postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee 
becomes aware of the non-compliance. 



 
(3) The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not 



reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports 
are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit. 



 
g. Annual Report 
 



By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report 
on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the 
EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director.  The report shall 
provide the following information: 
 
(1) Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the 



usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons). 
 
(2) Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b. 
 
(3) If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the 



Permittee shall include the following certification statement: 
 



"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and 
toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have 
been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have 
been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination 
has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance 
with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine 
that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for false certification including fine 
and imprisonment." 



 
(4) If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following 



information shall be included: 
 



(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27. 
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(b) Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface 



disposal site. 
 
(d) Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by 



a groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and 
phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface 
disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination. 



 
(5) If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included: 



 
(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities 



preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's 
report, if submitted to EPA separately. 



 
(b) Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional 



quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing 
further treatment/blending prior to land application. 



 
(c) Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge 



(street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels. 
 
(d) Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification 



by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the 
sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate 
determined for each crop. 



 
(e) Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of 



non-exceptional quality sludge. 
 



(6) If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included: 
 
(a) Age of stored sludge. 
 
(b) Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude). 
 



(7) If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the 
methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and 
longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included. 
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(8) Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB 



Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:   
https://eha.cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx.  
You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login 
and password.  After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to 
locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. 
All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded 
e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements 
and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance 
Submissions Form, with original signature and date. 
 



(9) A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the 
following addresses: 
 



Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105  



 
Wastewater Sludge Program Manager 
Wastewater Branch 
Environmental Management Division 
Department of Health 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309 



  Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
 



2. Requirements for Receiving Sludge 
 



a. Approval 
 



Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the 
Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater 
treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a 
sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped 
to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters.  
 



b. Reporting 
 
The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and 
amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. 
The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs. 
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c. Retraction 



 
The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's 
treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring 
results be in non-compliance with this permit, or the Director deems 
necessary. 
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I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Schedule of Submission 
  



a. Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 
 



(1) Effluent Monitoring Program 
 



Within 30 calendar days after the effective date of this permit, the 
Permittee shall submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program 
which complies with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval. 



 
(2) The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the 



following: 
 



(a) Sampling location map; 
(b) Sample holding time; 
(c) Preservation techniques;    
(d) Test method and method detection level; and 
(e) Quality control measures. 



 
The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the 
approved program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with 
the terms and conditions of this permit. 



 
Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved 
under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the 
compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge 
limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test 
procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection 
limit of the method. 
 



If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the 
Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the 
constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the 
method or a reference to a published method. 



 
2. Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements 



 
a. Certification of Transmittals 



 
Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07(b), with 
the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory: 
 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











PART I 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 47 



 
“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with 
a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather 
and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the 
person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly 
responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted 
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for 
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or 
imprisonment for knowing violations.” 



 
b. Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal. 



 
Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future 
correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing 
of the document(s). 



 
c. Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results 



 
(1) All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample 



preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most 
recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. 
All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall 
be performed as specified in this permit.  



 
(2) In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall 



be reported as total recoverable. 
 



(3) Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report 
(DMR) form (EPA No. 3320-1).  The results of all monitoring required 
by this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct 
comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this 
permit. 



 
(4) For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting 



threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). 
As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in 
accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and 
must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is 
equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML).  



 
(a) The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte 



that can be detected with 99% confidence. 
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(b) The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to 



the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a 
specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific 
sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been 
followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML 
is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL. 



 
Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on 
DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between 
the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section 
on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during 
the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be 
reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”). 



 
(5) Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR 



form shall so state. 
 
(6) All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage 



and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water 
Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data 
base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA). 



   
d. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee 



 
If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein 
more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical 
methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall 
be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated. 



 
e. Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR 
 



The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically 
using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr. 
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DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the 
month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins 
submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard 
copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director. 



 
f. Schedule of Submission 



 
(1) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Discharge Monitoring Report 1/Month 
28th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 
SIU Compliance Status 
Report 2/Year July 31 and December 31 



of each year 
Sludge/Biosolids Annual 
Report 1/Year February 19 of each year 



Pretreatment Annual Report 1/Year February 28 of each year 
Receiving Water Monitoring 
Report 1/Year March 31 of each year 



Wastewater Pollution 
Prevention Program Annual 
Report 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Initial Investigation TRE 
Workplan 1/Permit Term 90 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Work Plan 1/Permit Term 180 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Report 1/Permit Term 3 years after permit 



effective date 
 
Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this 
permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be 
submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise 
specified:  



 
Director of Health 
Department of Health 
Environmental Management Division 
Clean Water Branch  
 



All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be 
submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual 
NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: 
https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not 
already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to 
obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the 
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Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to 
complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or 
DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a 
completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-
Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original 
signature and date. 



 
Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be 
submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H 
of this permit. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 



Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as 
specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Shoreline Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Month 



15th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 



Offshore Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Quarter 



90th day following 
completed reporting 



period 
Offshore Sediment 
(chemistry and benthic 
organisms) 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Fish Monitoring 1/Year March 31 of each year 
Receiving Water data entry 
into STORET  1/Year March 31 of each year 



 
Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, 
to the following address:  



 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 



 
3. Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset 
 



The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for 
bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR  
Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions 
Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)). 
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a. Immediate Reporting 



 
(1) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally 
notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel 
become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after 
the event. 



 
(2) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, 
the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services 
at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the 
circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
(3) In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, 



if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, 
but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
b. Contact for Oral Reports 



 
(1) The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours 



(7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 
586-4309. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours 



to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard 
Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the 
State Hospital Operator at 247-2191. 



 
c. Written Submission 



 
(1) For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the 



Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee 
shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in 
Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's 
authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance. 



 
(2) The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its 



cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; 
if the non-compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is 
expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if 
any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent 
reoccurrence of the non-compliance. 
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(3) The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day 



deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and 
violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has 
been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the 
non-compliance. 



 
d. Other Non-Compliance 



 
The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not 
reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by 
Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the 
information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit. 
 



4. Other Reporting Requirements 
 



The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 
122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard 
NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit 
supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7).  
 



5. Planned Changes 
 



Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not 
covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the 
Director on a quarterly basis. 



 
6. Types of Sample 
 



a. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a 
randomly-selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes.  



 
b. "Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample 



aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the 
facility over a 24-hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; 
either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot 
must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the 
total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may 
be collected manually or automatically.  
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J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 



1. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised 
and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be 
developed and enacted by the Permittee.  Activities of this program shall be 
reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit. 



 
2. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power 



source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  All 
equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, 
flooding, and other physical phenomena.  The alternate power source shall be 
designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic 
testing.  If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall 
halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or 
failure of the primary source of power.  



 
3. This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES 



regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional 
conditions or limitations based on newly available information.
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K. LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS 
 



(See Figures 1 and 2)
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Figure 1 – Location Map
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Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











APPENDIX 1 
PERMIT NO. HI 0000604 
Page 1 of 3 



 



 
APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS 
 



Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Metals 
Antimony 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Arsenic 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beryllium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Cadmium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chromium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Copper 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Lead 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mercury 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nickel 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Selenium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Silver 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Thallium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Zinc 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pesticides 
Aldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlordane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dieldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDT 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDE 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDD 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha-Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endosulfan Sulfate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin Aldehyde 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor Epoxide 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Delta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Gamma BHC (Lindane) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toxaphene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1016 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1221 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1232 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1242 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1248 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1254 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1260 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Base/Neutral Extractables 
Acenaphthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acenaphthylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-
Chloroethoxy)Methane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Bromophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloronaphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chrysene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



1,2-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Diethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dimethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine  
(as Azobenzene) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluorene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobutadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachloroethane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Isophorone 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Naphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nitrobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenanthrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acid Extractables 
2-Chlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



P-Chloro-M-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pentachlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Volatile Organics 
Acrolein Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acrylonitrile Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bromoform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Carbon Tetrachloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorobenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorodibromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
hloroform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dichlorobromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloropropane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichloropropylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Ethylbenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Bromide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Tetrachloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toluene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Trichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Vinyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Miscellaneous 
Cyanide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Asbestos 
(Not required unless 
otherwise specified) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



2,3,7,8-
Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-
Dioxin (TCDD) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



301(h) Pesticides 
Demeton 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Guthion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Parathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Malathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mirex 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methoxychlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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			A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS


			B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS


			1. Monitoring Frequency


			The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures outlined below.


			For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall document its efforts, comm...


			2. Test Species and Methods


			The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by Georg...


			3. Chronic WET Permit Limit


			All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent co...


			IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.


			For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used.


			A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee shall follow th...


			4. Quality Assurance


			a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below.


			b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC (for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significan...
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			d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference toxicant tests and effluent toxicit...


			e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)...


			f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days.


			g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written approval by the Director.


			5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan


			Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan shall include steps the P...


			a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and treatment system efficiency.


			b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used in operations at the facility.


			c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside contractor).


			d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.


			6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process


			a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test method.  This toxicity test shal...
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			7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results


			a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where:


			percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100,
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as 
the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.   



A. Permit Information 



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility). 
 
Table F-1.  Facility Information 
Permittee City and County of Honolulu 
Name of Facility Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



Facility Address 1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, HI 96707 



Facility Contact, Title, and 
Phone Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Authorized Person to Sign 
and Submit Reports Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Mailing Address 1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 



Billing Address Same as above 
Type of Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Pretreatment Program Yes 
Reclamation Requirements No 
Facility Design Flow 90 million gallons per day (MGD) 
Receiving Waters Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean 
Receiving Water Type Marine 
Receiving Water 
Classification 



Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters 
(HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B))  



 
1. NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on 



November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted 
an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee 
reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional 
information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, 
March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013. 



 
2. The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to 



discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of 
issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions 
which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and 
Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes. 



B. Facility Setting 



1. Facility Operation and Location 



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on 
the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides 
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primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the 
Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to 
a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where 
screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, 
wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  
The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 
channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, 
Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17’01”N and 
Longitude 157°54’24”W.   
 
Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore 
and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 
3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 
3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge 
storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent 
contractor.    
 
Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s 
municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.   
 
Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  
Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), 
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.   



 
2. Receiving Water Classification 



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic 
enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 
         



3. Ocean Discharge Criteria 



The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant 
to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial 
sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean 
Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  
The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable 
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degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the 
Director proposes to issue a permit. 
 



4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List 



CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where 
water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of 
technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.   
 
On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water 
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii. 
 
The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any 
pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is 
reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been 
established for this waterbody.   
 



5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations 



a. Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data 
 



Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from 
Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 
through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.   



 
Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Flow MGD 2 2 2 76 98 149 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(5-Day) 



mg/L 1163 1603 2 1284 1344 1804 



lbs/day 79,3303 109,4213 2 64,6534 69,3274 107,5444 



mg/L 1195 1225 2 1286 1376 1616 



lbs/day 89,4145 91,5945 2 60,3616 66,0226 75,8276 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 30 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
287 



Total Suspended 
Solids 



mg/L 693 1043 2 484 594 904 



lbs/day 47,1873 71,1243 2 27,1944 31,5194 71,9504 



mg/L 485 505 2 496 536 706 



lbs/day 36,3495 37,4035 2 24,4346 31,8746 67,2746 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 60 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
717 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml 



8 8 18,0008 -- 16,4319 90,500 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L 2 2 648 10 10 10 
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1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 



2006 through June 2011. 
2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.   
4 Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010. 
5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 



applicable until deadlines established in the 2010 Consent Decree.   
6 Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013. 
7 Data represent minimum percent removal reported. 
8 Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002. 
9 Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became 



effective in November 2006. 
10 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of 



chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve 
disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, 
the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data. 



 
Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Oil and 
Grease 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 21.9 79.1 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 12,154 44,355 



Total 
Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 9.5 18.3 



lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 5,192 9,881 



Fats, Oils, 
and Greases 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 12.5 63.8 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 6,962 35,777 



Temperature °C -- 2 2 -- 28.2 30.4 
Total 
Nitrogen 



mg/L 2 2 NA 24 29.2 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 13,351 14,339 -- 



Total 
Phosphorus 



mg/L 2 2 NA 3.153 3.723 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 1,7243 1,9423 -- 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 nor greater 
than 9.0 6.45 – 7.49 



Chronic 
Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia 
Dubia  



TUc NA NA 94 -- -- 46 



Chronic 
Toxicity –
Tripneustes 
Gratilla 



TUc NA NA 4 -- -- 1428.6 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 NA 0.38 0.0902 -- 0.308 
lbs/day 0.0052 NA 0.26 0.0532 -- 0.308 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 NA 0.18 0.037 -- 0.172 
lbs/day 0.0082 NA 0.12 0.0242 -- 0.172 



1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 
through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through 
December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not 



apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.   
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6. Compliance Summary 



The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, 
quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to 
April 2011. 
 



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History 



Monitoring Period Violation Type Pollutant Reported 
Value 



Permit 
Limitation Units 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0076 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0052 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.012 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.0082 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Enterococci 3 18,000 CFU/100 



mL 



March 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 117 116 mg/L 



June 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



October 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 116 mg/L 



February 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 118 116 mg/L 



March 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 125 122 mg/L 
March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 
May 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 



May 2011 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 119 mg/L 



1 Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent 
limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current 
permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed 
incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than 
necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have 
been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.   



2 Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 
times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 
through July 2011.     



3 Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 
through July 2011. 
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7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu 
Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree) 



On May 15, 1995, the U.S. District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a 
Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA 
violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and 
DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 
Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake 
specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, 
among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance 
and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental 
Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand 
Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court 
entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, 
all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 
(2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 
2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.   



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, 
the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of 
EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  
The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of 
facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later 
than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and 
interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance 
with secondary treatment standards. 



8. Planned Changes 



In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to 
complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  
The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows: 
 



Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines 
Deadline Requirement 



1/1/2019 Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with 
design. 



1/1/2022 Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed 
with construction. 



1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2025 



If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend 
deadline to no later than 12/31/2038. 



1/1/2030 
If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to 
phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and 



issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work. 



12/31/2035 Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for 
deadline extension was approved. 
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Extended 
deadline no later 
than 12/31/2038 



If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete 
construction of facilities by that deadline. 



 
The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet. 



C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 



1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54 



On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department 
of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; 
January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 
2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, 
the state anti-degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality 
criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor. 
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



 
2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55 



On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 
became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 
was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; 
January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; 
June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  
HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements 
for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.   
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55. 
 



3. State Toxics Control Program 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, 
that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential 
to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State 
Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity 
Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized 
in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based 
toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating 
water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit 
limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for 
specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.   
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Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the 
draft permit. 



 
D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications 



The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, 
non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the 
United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent 
limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish 
two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are 
required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 
40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been 
established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one (1) 
or more of three (3) methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be 
established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state 
criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 
2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria 
guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established 
using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern. 
 
1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 
40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable 
technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  
The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal 
technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards 
at 40 CFR 133. 



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based 
effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits 
based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary 
Treatment Standards. 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) 
established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned 
treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 
301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, 
meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the 
EPA Administrator. 
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Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment 
regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based 
regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the 
minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms 
of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), 
and pH. 



b. Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
 



During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance 
from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and 
TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent 
than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the 
facility from January 1993 through December 1997.   
 
On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 
301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  
On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application 
for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that 
the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply 
with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, 
and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, 
technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on 
secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described 
below. 
 
At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has 
established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by 
secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 
are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as 
technology-based effluent limitations. 
 



Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
Parameter Units 30-Day 



Average 7-Day Average 



BOD5
1 mg/L 30 45 



TSS1 mg/L 30 45 



pH standard 
units 6.0 – 9.0 



1 The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 
percent. 



 
However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim 
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, 
BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically 
states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final 
compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island 
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WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for 
TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final 
effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES 
permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent 
Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or 
monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of 
its applicable NPDES permit.” 



 
The Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the 
applicable TBELs until the deadline established in the Consent Decree. 



 
2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs 
for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that 
cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of 
a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a 
standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), 
permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state 
water quality standard.”   
 
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, 
when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in 
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving 
waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine 
WQBELs in the draft permit.   
 
Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there 
is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be 
established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), 
using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented 
where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for 
the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, 
such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative 
criterion, supplemented with other relevant information. 
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b. Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving 
waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



(1) HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life 
standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic 
pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations 
and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to 
implement these standards. 



 
(2) Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, 



Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration 
is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis 
(RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human 
health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect 
human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health 
standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of 
the two (2) will be used in the RPA. 



 
40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed 
as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are 
expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or 
translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to 
total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert 
the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable. 



 
(3) Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality 



criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  
A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  
The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to 
calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  
Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water 
hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable 
potential.   



 
c. Determining the Need for WQBELs 
 



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control 
all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable 
potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is 
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required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-
001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 was analyzed to 
determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA 
compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards 
in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving 
water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most 
stringent WQS.   
 
(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with 



WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines 
knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation 
with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the 
effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as 
the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent 
concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum 
receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then 
compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant 
has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water 
concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a 
high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of 
effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.   
 
Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances 
of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was 
conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent 
concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS. 



 
(2) Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data 



submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.     
 
(3) Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the 



concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the 
receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states 
that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 
average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
human health standards for carcinogens.   



 
The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for 
limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for 
non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In 
EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for 
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Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA 
evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from 
February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for 
the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined 
that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was 
appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a 
conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee 
discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less 
conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully 
protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  
Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic 
of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” 
conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution. 
 
Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described 
within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 
103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption 
criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is 
appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as 
chlordane and dieldrin.   
 
On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the 
facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated 
Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient 
data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of 
concerns were identified with the submitted study: 
 



• The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the 
ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 
34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because 
density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have 
a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  
Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states 
that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the 
vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should 
evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site 
and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before 
selection a “worst-case density profile”.   



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
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• The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 
2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those 
used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely 
to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit 
initial dilution.   



 
• The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent 



temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how 
the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the 
vertical ambient water column.   



 
Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s 
September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been 
determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit 
development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee 
during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.   
 
As with the two previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee 
used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the 
Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 
through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns 
were identified in the resubmitted study, including: 
 



• The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using 
a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that 
impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity. 



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in Section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
 



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered 
fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis. 
 
DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent 
data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility 
operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable 
potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this 
case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately 
represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent 
ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of 
ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture 
conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.   
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Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution 
studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be 
representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the 
development of this permit.   
 
Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has 
determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for 
chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the 
average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for 
carcinogens.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate 
compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and 
reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  
However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving 
water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often 
problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving 
water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available 
dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to 
calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.   
 
However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for 
assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for 
Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an 
exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing 
monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an 
annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable 
WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the 
pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the 
ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists 
to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM. 
 
Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 
pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water 
quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not 
known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes 
limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent 
limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to 
conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe 
effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  
Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a 
ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation 
must be established that is protective of WQS. 
 
Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated 
for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data 
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annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable 
WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, 
assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not 
be granted. 
 



(4) Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from 
the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application 
Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution 
calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result 
of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 is 
presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations 
for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect 
available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in 
HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted 
for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only 
pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other 
pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.   
 



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results 



Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Antimony, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.6 0.054 15,000 No 



Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 1.5 0.031 36 No 



Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 294 0.44 0.018 0.038 No 



Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.13 0.008 9.4 No 



Chromium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 4.8 0.080 501 No 



Copper, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 40 1.096 3.5 No 



Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 10 0.449 1.0 No 



Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 19 1.728 5.9 No 
Mercury, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.06 0.0018 0.025 No 



Nickel, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 5.9 0.120 8.4 No 



Selenium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.2 0.387 71 No 



Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.80 0.030 2.7 No 
Thallium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 2.2 0.233 16 No 



Zinc, Total Recoverable μg/L 14 103 85 1.729 91 No 
Acrolein μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.045 18 No 
Benzene μg/L 14 294 4.8 0.104 13 No 
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Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate μg/L 14 103 1.3 0.013 16,000 No 



Chlordane μg/L 81 294 0.28 0.00164 0.00016 Yes 
Chloroform μg/L 14 294 1.0 0.0079 5.1 No 
Dieldrin μg/L 81 294 0.083 0.00101 0.000025 Yes 
Diethyl Phthalate μg/L 14 103 3.1 0.068 590,000 No 
Endosulfan Sulfate μg/L 14 103 0.0090 0.00021 0.0087 No 
Ethylbenzene μg/L 14 103 0.8 0.065 140 No 
Malathion μg/L 14 103 0.22 0.010 0.10 No 
Phenol μg/L 14 103 5.1 0.104 170 No 
Toluene μg/L 14 103 21 2.004 2,100 No 
Trichloroethylene μg/L 14 294 0.20 0.0041 26 No 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.023 660 No 
DDT2 μg/L 14 294 0.024 0.00019 0.000008 Yes 
Total Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1203 NA 150.00 No 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 6.53 NA 3.5 Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1.853 NA 5.0 No 
Total Phosphorus μg/L 20 NA 8.823 NA 20.00 No 



  



(5) Reasonable Potential Determination.   
 



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential 
cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these 
constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the 
lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become 
available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add 
numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue 
monitoring. 



 
Data for the following parameters was not available:  
 



• Dichlorobromomethane 
• Carbon Tetrachloride 
• 1,2-Dichloroethane 
• Bromoform 
• Chlorodibromomethane 
• delta-BHC 
• Acenaphthylene 
• Acrylonitrile 
• Anthracene 
• Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(a)Pyrene 
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• Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 
• Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
• Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 
• Butylbenzyl Phthalate 
• Chlorobenzene 
• Chrysene 
• Dimethyl Phthalate 
• 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
• beta-Endosulfan 
• alpha-Endosulfan 
• Fluoranthene 
• Fluorene 
• Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
• Hexachloroethane 
• Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
• Isophorone 
• Methyl Bromide 
• Methyl Chloride 
• N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
• N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine 
• N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
• Nitrobenzene 
• Para Chlorometa Cresol 
• Phenanthrene 
• Pyrene 
• Tetrachloroethylene 
• 1,1-Dichloroethane 
• 1,1-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
• Benzo(ghi)Perylene 
• Benzo(a)Anthracene 
• 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
• 1,2-Dichloropropane 
• 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
• Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 
• 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
• 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether 
• 2-Chloronaphthalene 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Nitrophenol 
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• Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
• 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine 
• 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Nitrophenol 
• 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• PCB-1016 
• 2,3,7,8 TCDD 
• Naphthalene 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 
• Benzidine 
• Vinyl Chloride 
• 4,4'-DDE 
• Aldrin 
• alpha-BHC 
• beta-BHC 
• gamma-BHC 
• Endrin 
• Toxaphene 
• Heptachlor 
• Heptachlor Epoxide 
• Methoxychlor 
• PCBs 
• Parathion 
• Demeton 
• Guthion 
• Hexachlorobenzene 
• Hexachlorobutadiene 
• Mirex 
• 1,3-Dichloropropylene 
• Chloroethane 
• Chlorophyll a 
• Turbidity 



 
(b) Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included 



in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) 
and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; 
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however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to 
collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential 
consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed 
in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.   



 
(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that 



chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable 
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water 
quality standards.  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft 
permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and 
ammonia nitrogen.   
 
The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the 
results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed 
WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia 
nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.   
 
The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both 
STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below. 



 
d. WQBEL Calculations 
 



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic 
life and human health.   
 
(1) WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a 



discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges 
through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; 
(3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge 
has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable 
potential can be calculated, as described below.   



 
(a) For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum 



effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality 
standard and the minimum dilution factor;  



 
(b) For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent 



limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits 
based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best 
Professional Judgment (BPJ); 



 
(c) For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most 



stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard 
and dilution; and  
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(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is 
equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor 
determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent 
limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ. 



 
(2) WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that 



the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of 
toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.  Limits 
based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day 
averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens. 



  
The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a 
submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the 
draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum 
effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after 
considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for 
non-carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens 
based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs 
established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below. 
 
(3) Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs 
 



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution 
of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  
However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations 
in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee 
does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily 
maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not 
justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for 
non-carcinogens to 103:1.  Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution 
of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation 
of applicable effluent limitations.    



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for 
the pollutants below. 



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm 



Where:  
RWC = Receiving water concentration 
MEC  =  Maximum effluent concentration reported 
99%ratio  = The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or 



calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the 
TSD. 



Dm = Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic 
toxicity standards and human health standards 
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for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for 
human health standards for carcinogens)    



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the 
applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are 
established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in 
detail. 



(a) Chlordane 



i. Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent 
applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health 
standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0649 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.044 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.67.  Based on a CV of 0.67 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.56.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.308 µg/L) x 1.56 x 0.0034 
=  0.00164 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.00016 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00164 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for chlordane. 



 
iii. Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using 



STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 
0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and 
a dilution of 294:1. 
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iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.308 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.077 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately 
comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent 
annual average effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human 
health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  
However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed 
Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of 
Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health 
water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, 
Chapter11-54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead 
of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality 
standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by 
the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on 
March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the 
new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  
This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an 
effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the 
incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  
Anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the 
previous permit if information is available at the time of permit 
reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit 
was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding 
that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has 
been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in 
Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using 
recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The 
dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available 
average dilution of 294:1.   
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Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a 
new design flow of 90 MGD, the Permittee will have a mass-based 
effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from 
October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual 
average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum 
annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the 
average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to 
result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the 
receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the 
new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water 
and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses 
will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is 
not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not 
expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the 
receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, 
and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.   



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation 
based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard 
for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



(b) Dieldrin 



i. Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 
0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0245 µg/L and a standard deviation 
of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 
81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described 
in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.73.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.172 µg/L) x 1.73 x 0.0034 
=  0.00101 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard = 
 0.000025 µg/L 
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The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00101 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for dieldrin. 



iii. Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using 
STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 
0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens 
and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.172 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.033 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to 
immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent 
limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for 
dieldrin may be attainable after the upgrades required by the 
Consent Decree have been initiated. 



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied 
because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at 
least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the 
previous permit.   



(c) DDT 



i. DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 
0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT 
(n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.46.  Based on a CV of 0.46 and 
14 samples, the 99% multiplier was calculated as 2.14.  As 
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discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 
for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.027 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.027 µg/L) x 2.14 x 0.0034 
=  0.00019 µg/L 
 



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.000008 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00019 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for DDT. 



iii. DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP 
procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality 
standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on 
the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, 
and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on 
the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.027 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed 
maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has 
determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual 
average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the 
previous permit was 0.018 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual 
average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual 
average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined 
that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitations.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied 
because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for 
DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001. 



e. Nutrients 
 



i. Ammonia Nitrogen 
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HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia 
nitrogen: 



 



Parameter Geometric Mean 
Value not to exceed 
more than 10% of 



the time 



Value not to exceed 
more than 2% of the 



time 
Ammonia Nitrogen 
(μg/L) 3.50 8.50 15.00 



 
As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to 
exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This 
finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving 
water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can 
consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”   
 
Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 
indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the 
receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below: 
 
i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for 



ammonia nitrogen. 
 
The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen. 
 



ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for 
analysis. 
 
Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the 
applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and 
constitute the decision unit for the analysis. 
 



iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are 
aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate 
annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the 
highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 
90 percent of the applicable WQS. 
 
The resulting geomeans were: 
 



Year Result (μg/L) 
2009 1.42 
2010 1.6 
2011 2.01 
2012 2.25 
2013 2.53 
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The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less 
than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative 
capacity appears to be present in the receiving water. 
 



iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, 
reports, and receiving water data trends. 
 
Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of 
assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented 
in Step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of 
increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee 
shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that 
assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the 
observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not 
due to a lack of assimilative capacity. 



 
Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, 
end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  
However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the 
previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have 
the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the 
ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and 
requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the 
edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent 
limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS 
exceedances within the receiving water.   
 
Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, 
with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal 
application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, 
the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as 
representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained 
in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation 
based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term 
average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant 
performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the 
interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times 
the MEC.   
 
A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has 
been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed 
over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based 
on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been 
established in this permit. 
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Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus 
these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit. 
 



f. pH  
 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water 
quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  
Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate 
compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  
The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times 
appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been 
carried over. 
 



g. Enterococcus 
 



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed 
in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water 
limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from 
shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal 
regulations at 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards 
for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA 
Section 304(a).  40 CFR Section 131.42(e)(2) specifies that the regulations 
established in 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) applies to waters of Hawaii 
beyond 300 meters of the shoreline. 



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 
1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a 
bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate 
contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely 
expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use 
coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5). 



The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as 
infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is 
consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in 
EPA’s TDD. 



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 
40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water 
may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus 
for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from 
pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate 
reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  
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Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA 
was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore 
antibacksliding requirements are satisfied. 



(1) Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a 
geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric 
mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  
Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the 
WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 
12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was 
exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the 
monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied 
as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit. 



 
(2) Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation 



waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the 
resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data 
from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 
80th percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 
16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of water quality. 



 
The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and 
operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with 
a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  
Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent 
limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with 
compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The 
enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based 
on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 
7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 
100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  
Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and 
installed the disinfection system.   
 
Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the 
waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be 
maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary 
to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the 
Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to 
achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not 
demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to 
accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum 
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daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has 
been carried over. 



 
Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the 
highest monthly geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the 
month of October 2006.  However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not 
come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly 
geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee 
can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation 
for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit 
establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the 
final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by 
June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for 
enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the 
previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent 
limitation may not be considered. 
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not 
limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge 
is not expected to immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final 
compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified 
treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred 
alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, 
and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 
 
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which 
requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment 
standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035.  The planning and 
construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 
2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already 
currently in place at the facility, the Permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final effluent 
limitations is required by June 30, 2024. 
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance 
longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall 
specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no 
event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time 
necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a 
treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for 
completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of 
reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.” 
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The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, 
design, and the execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 
Consent Decree, as the acquisition of funding and contract execution can be 
challenging with government entities.  However, once the contract is 
executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current 
treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been 
established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim 
effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over 
the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean 
between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard 
deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed 
geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection 
system in November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not 
appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 
16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the 
observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 
16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current 
facility treatment capabilities. 
 
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot 
immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with 
the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date 
of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period 
for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has 
been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment 
capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.   
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean 
effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for 
enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous 
permit. 
 



h. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)  
 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic 
effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree 
of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving 
water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion 
specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric 
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WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  
An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures 
mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period 
of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth. 



The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at 
Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for 
Tripneustes gratilla. 
 
Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and 
December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an 
exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring 
results for T. gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to 
exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in 
the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as 
>1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between 
October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some 
months). 
 
A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  
For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of 
Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  
As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been 
revised to be consistent with the TST method using T. gratilla.   



T. gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, 
T. gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s 
effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T. gratilla is representative of toxic impacts 
on local species.   



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific 
Ocean, including T. gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with 
the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 
40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test 
procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit 
basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is 
further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast 
facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods 
and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.”  



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using 
T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) 
Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, 
Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD 
Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International 
Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022). 
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As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined 
for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and 
monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2). 



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated 
into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water 
quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 
(49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).   



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes 
a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing 
approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test 
species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.   



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration 
(NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 
100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 
is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.   



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable 
IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the 
applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution 
is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) 
waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s 
backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data 
indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely 
exceeding 357 TUc) with T. gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  
Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T. gratilla, an 
effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional 
pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being 
discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not 
expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the 
receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is 
consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 
303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1. 



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted 
(Outfall Serial No.  001): 



IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor 



 =             100/103 
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 =             0.97% 



For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be 
met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho): 
 
IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test 
result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” 
 
The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, 
respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the 
TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially 
decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s 
traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces 
the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory 
costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant 
improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing 
is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range 
of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect 
measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting 
appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test 
power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which 
significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 20101).   



 
Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide 
Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford 
effective protection to aquatic life.   



 
A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is 
protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) 
and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is 
consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding 
regulations. 



i. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations 
 



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 
requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where 
possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, 
mass-based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established 
where applicable based on the following formula: 



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 



1 U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water. 
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40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs 
be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based 
effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the 
previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit 
required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, 
including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the 
previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during 
this permit renewal. 



The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit 
and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit. 



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) (5-day @ 20 
Deg.  C) 



mg/L 1161 1601 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 79,3302 109,4212 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
30 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 



Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 



mg/L 691 1041 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 47,1872 71,1242 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
60 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 
1 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent 



limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  
City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree). 



2 Based on a design flow of 82 MGD. 
3 Based on a design flow of 90 MGD. 
 
Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml -- -- 18,0001 -- 3,6052 18,0003 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Chronic Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia Dubia  TUc -- -- 94 -- -- -- 



Chronic Toxicity –
Tripneustes Gratilla TUc -- -- 4 -- -- Pass5 



Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L -- -- -- -- -- 47,894 
lbs/day -- -- -- -- -- 35,949 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 -- 0.38 0.05 -- 0.38 
lbs/day 0.0052 -- 0.26 0.037 -- 0.28 
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Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 -- 0.18 0.0074 -- 0.18 
lbs/day 0.0082 -- 0.12 0.0056 -- 0.14 



DDT6 µg/L -- -- -- 0.0024 -- 0.094 
lbs/day -- -- -- 0.0018 -- 0.071 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L -- -- 64 -- -- --7 



1 Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation. 
2 Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through 
December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the 
Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible. 



3 Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply 



to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla. 
5 “Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet. 
6 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
7 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if 



the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is 
chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not 
applicable.   



 
j. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements 
 



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations 
that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent 
limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions 
contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 
40 CFR 122.44(l).     



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available 
which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have 
justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit 
establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane 
based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS 
used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in 
Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent 
with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent 
limitations are based on new information that was not available during the 
drafting of the previous permit.   



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based 
effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously 
authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design 
capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is 
directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as 
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allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with 
Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these 
pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for 
antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 
402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of 
mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin. 



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as 
stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



k. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements 
 



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 
40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality 
of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific 
findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to 
accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the 
waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent 
limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the 
previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit 
by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids 
handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact 
sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to 
public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional 
antidegradation analysis is not necessary. 
 
The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 
40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water 
quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect 
the existing uses will be maintained and protected.   
 



E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements 



1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data 



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM 
Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria 
from 11-54-6(b)(3). 
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Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data  



Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 1502 23,302 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.52 11,900 
Nitrate + Nitrite μg/L 5.02 110 
Orthophosphate 
Phosphorus μg/L -- 3,440 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 202 2,900 
Chlorophyll a μg/L 0.302 0.923 
Turbidity NTU 0.502 82.5 
TSS mg/L -- 38.7 
pH s.u. 3 7.0 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 4 2.38 
Temperature °C 5 26.5 
Salinity ppm 6 7,200 
1 Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010 
2 Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean. 
3 pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at 



coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or 
groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



4 Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation. 
5 Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions. 
6 Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors. 
  



2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data 



a. Shoreline Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from 
January 2009 to December 2013. 



 
Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations  



Station 
Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
CFU/100 mL 



S1 7.05 
S2 2.22 
S5 7.16 
S7 4.26 
S8 10.94 



Water Quality 
Standard 35 



1 Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by 
the Permittee from January 2009 to 
December 2013.  
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b. Nearshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



R1 1.83 -- -- 123 14.6 -- 1.11 
R2 1.52 -- -- 121 12.0 -- 0.91 
R3 1.97 -- -- 115 10.8 -- 0.71 
C1 1.11 3.42 2.67 102 8.9 0.38 0.25 
C2 1.25 3.42 3.08 102 8.8 0.35 0.29 
C3 1.25 1.82 3.47 98 8.4 0.25 0.29 
C4 1.23 1.41 2.31 98 8.5 0.29 0.29 
C5 1.26 2.01 2.50 99 8.4 0.35 0.31 
C6 1.14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.0 3.5 150 20 0.50 0.30 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling 



points at each station.  



 
c. Offshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



D1 1.30 1.62 2.84 105 8.50 0.25 0.26 
D2 1.39 1.28 3.74 107 8.67 0.23 0.19 
D3 1.33 1.40 4.38 119 8.72 0.21 0.22 
D4 1.33 1.15 2.23 111 8.48 0.26 0.2 
D5 1.41 1.20 1.94 114 8.17 0.25 0.27 
D6 1.09 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
E1 1.31 1.79 2.41 116 8.35 0.24 0.23 
E2 1.32 1.85 3.36 110 8.75 0.27 0.17 
E3 1.35 1.62 6.53 120 8.82 0.22 0.21 
E4 1.69 1.94 3.23 103 8.44 0.22 0.18 
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Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



E5 1.23 2.12 2.94 108 9.22 0.26 0.2 
E6 1.13 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.03 3.54 150 20 0.50 0.305 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom 



sampling points at each station.  
3 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton. 
4 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle. 
5 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom. 
 



3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations 



a. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility 
 



(1) The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the 
Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted 
thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open 
coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates 
receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not 
exceed applicable water quality standards.   



 
(2) Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters.”  As 



such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public 
water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational 
activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving 
water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.   



 
The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic 
Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft 
permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, 
dated December 30, 2005. 
 



(3) The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for 
recreational areas in marine recreational waters: 



 
(a) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public 



bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a 
geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
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five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 
25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.   



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, 
the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as 
explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii 
Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water 
Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a 
regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State 
enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 
35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 
CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new 
standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved 
by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new 
enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new 
water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all 
marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the 
new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be 
insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. 



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established 
end-of-pipe is based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because 
State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the 
applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as 
receiving water limitations for the protection of human health. 



(b) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples 
per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



(c) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 
treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural 
public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be 
posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as 
temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count. 



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as 
described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, 
Section 11-54-8(b).     
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(4) As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for 
enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving 
water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been 
established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to 
be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 
300 meters from shore have not been established. 



 
b. Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 
 



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 
not to exceed the 



given value 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 
than 10% of the 



time 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 



than 2% of the 
time 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.50 8.50 15.00 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen  μg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 



Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 



Chlorophyll a  μg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



Turbidity  NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



pH standard 
units 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 
8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater 



from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may 
depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions. 



Salinity ppm 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic 
factors. 



 
The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for 
“Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater 
through Outfall Serial No. 001, as seen in the table above.   
 
The discharges from Outfall Serial No. 001 shall comply with the values listed 
in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at 
the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other 
pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.   
 
These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained 
from the previous permit. 
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c. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 
 



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) 
modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be 
located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and 
transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and 
beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for 
pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended 
Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the 
area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of 
the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for 
the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet 
along the centerline of the diffuser.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls 
to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance 
with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested 
that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the 
Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM 
requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the 
diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of 
the ZOM is located at Latitude 21°16’58”N and Longitude 157°54’21”W, with 
the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 
in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.   
 
(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses 



of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, 
and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The 
following findings were considered: 



 
(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the 



effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution 
and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are 
expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.   
 
Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish 
Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in 
the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long 
term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.   
 
An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled 
video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 
through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has 
not been negatively impacted. 
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Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver 
histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in 
Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the 
Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or 
microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the 
sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact 
on the health of the fish studied in the survey. 
 
Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence 
that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health 
or community structure. 
 



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum 
of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  
No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution 
would be negatively impacted by current conditions.   
 



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, 
F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological 
monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative 
impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.   



 
(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless 



the application and supporting information clearly show: that the 
continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not 
substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the 
public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable 
to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of 
water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of 
treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of 
HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5): 



 
(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to 



southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people 
and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment 
facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or 
operation would cause severe hardship to the residents. 
 



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or 
contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or 
safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of 
illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that 
enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement 
of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore. 
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(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet 
applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, 
were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  
However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and 
capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS 
for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the 
operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No 
information is known that would revise the finding during the previous 
permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to 
the public. 



 
(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data 



indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  
However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent 
limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the 
effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual 
and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable 
technology-based effluent limitations.   



 
The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements 
in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).   



 
Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, 
pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  
These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.   
 
For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable 
water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include 
light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, 
EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  
As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring 
locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent 
with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM 
stations. 
 
The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified 
in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water 
monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to 
evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the 
applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this 
Fact Sheet. 
 



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 49 
 



F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  
HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES 
permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 
require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting 
monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to: 
 
• Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions 



established by the DOH; 



• Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of 
pollution arising from waste discharge; 



• Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, 
national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and 
other standards; and, 



• Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories. 



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement 
federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the 
monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.   
 
1. Influent Monitoring 



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and 
non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment 
facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent 
monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  
Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit 
in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  
The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of 
the draft permit. 
 



2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001 



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001. 
 



a. Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained 
from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM 
monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of said pollutants.   
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b. Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft 
permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable 
comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if 
the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia 
nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring 
requirements for other nutrients. 
 



c. Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been 
added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID 
monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.   
 



d. Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit 
to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based 
effluent limitations. 



 
e. Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the 



previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.     
 



f. Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, 
and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.   
 



g.  Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality 
criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be 
free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials,” and in 
the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is 
included as an attachment to the draft permit. 
 



h. Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to 
determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect 
data for future RPAs.   



 
i. Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are 



retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs. 
 



3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring 



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is 
required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent 
limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.   
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4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements 



a. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine 
compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters 
within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft 
permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of 
seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These 
monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included 
in Part E.1 of the draft permit. 
 



b. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at 
three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called 
recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, 
therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with 
specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.   
 
In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee 
to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and 
C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, 
C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have 
been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have 
sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old 
stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are 
retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
  



c. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations 
along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along 
the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements 
for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in 
Part E.3 of the draft permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
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d. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 
 



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and 
temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments 
for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations: 
 



Location Station 
Name 



Number of Samples at Each Station 
(Including Replicates) 



Chemistry Benthic 
Organisms 



Nearshore 



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



 
The previous permit also required monitoring at Stations C4, D4, and E4.  
However, Stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample 
sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from 
the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
requirements have been retained from the previous permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



e. Fish Monitoring 
 



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two (2) fish 
monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively 
affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the 
control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at 
FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the 
outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 
and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are 
located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, 
crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to 
strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to 
enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent 
data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when 
compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the 
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new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away 
from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements 
have been retained from the previous permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



f. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on 
an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that 
assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct 
a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the 
permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the 
term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.   
 



G. Rationale for Provisions 



1. Standard Provisions 



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit 
Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.   
 



2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.   
 



3. Special Provisions 



a. Reopener Provisions 
 



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set 
forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations 
based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water 
quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.   
 



b. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements  
 



(1) Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the 
Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which 
the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This 
requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail 
in Part B.2 of the draft permit.    
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4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities 



a. Pretreatment Requirements 
 



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, 
require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  
A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, 
which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and 
prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, 
standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed 
pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 
40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11-55-24. 



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and 
received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised 
program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On 
October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There 
are currently 21 non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight 
food/drink manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.   



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal 
regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment 
requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES 
permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to 
require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for 
controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease. 



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the 
CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more 
toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban 
area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The draft permit requires 
the Permittee to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements since the 
facility continues to operate as a primary treatment plant. 



b. Biosolids Requirements 
 



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and 
regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards 
included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the 
draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on 
the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other 
Hawaii POTWs.    



5. Other Special Provisions 



a. Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to 
submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This 
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provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH 
to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum 
treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the 
wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the 
draft permit. 



 
b. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised 



and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall 
be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the 
draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel 
trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from 
the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.     



 
c. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate 



power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  
This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if 
a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment 
operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in 
existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise 
control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source 
of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit. 



 
H. Public Participation 



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit 
in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their 
comments in writing either in person or by mail, to:  
 



Clean Water Branch  
Environmental Management Division 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PERMIT 
FOR SAND ISLAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 



NPDES PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 



DOCKET NO. HI 0020117 
 



August 20, 2014 
 



 The Department of Health (DOH) tentatively proposes to reissue a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to discharge primary treated 
wastewater to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, subject to special conditions to: 



 
City and County of Honolulu 



Department of Environmental Services 
1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 308 



Kapolei, Hawaii  96707 
 



 The proposed draft permit for the existing discharge will expire five (5) years from 
the permit issuance date. 
 
 The City and County of Honolulu (Permittee) owns and operates the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (facility), located in Honolulu, island of Oahu, Hawaii.  The 
facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment of wastewater 
for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters 
the facility and is distributed to a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated 
screening channels, where screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes 
occur.  From there, wastewater is directed to the clarifier influent channels for primary 
treatment.  The influent channels distribute wastewater to eight (8) 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four (4) clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection channels.  
After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, through 
Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17′01″N and Longitude 157°54′24″W.   
 
 Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 
230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 3,400 feet long 
with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 3.53 inches in diameter and 
two (2) 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
 Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge storage 
tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent contractor. 
 
 The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, 
and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 











 
 



 Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed NPDES permit or to 
request a public hearing, should submit their comments or requests in writing no later 
than 30 calendar days after the date of this notice, either in person or by mail, to: 
 
 Clean Water Branch  
 Environmental Management Division  
 Department of Health  
 919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301  
 Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
  
 Copies of the proposed public notice permit and other information are available 
for public inspection, Monday through Friday (excluding holidays) from 7:45 a.m. until 
4:15 p.m., at the DOH office address shown.  Copies may be bought.  The public notice 
permit and fact sheet are also available on the internet at: 
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/pubntcs/index.html.  For more information or if you have 
special needs due to disability that will aid you in inspecting and/or commenting on the 
public notice permit and related information, please contact Mr. Darryl C. Lum, 
Supervisor of the Engineering Section, Clean Water Branch, at the above address or 
(808) 586-4309 (Voice) at least seven (7) calendar days before the comment deadline.  
For those who use a TTY/TDD, please call through Sprint Relay Hawaii, at 1-711 or 
1-877-447-5991. 
 
 All comments and requests received on time will be considered.  If DOH determines 
that there is significant public interest, a public hearing may be held after at least 
30 calendar days of public notice. 
 
 If DOH's position is substantially unchanged after considering all timely written 
comments and all oral comments at any public hearing that may be held, then the DOH 
will issue the NPDES permit and this action will be final. 
 
 Please notify anyone you know who would be interested in this matter. 
 
 
 
          LINDA ROSEN, M.D., M.P.H. 
          Director of Health 
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From: Pascua, Noralin F
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; edward.g.bohlen@hawaii.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: Request to Extend Public Notice Comment Period - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island WWTP
Date: Friday, September 05, 2014 5:38:17 PM
Attachments: 20140905.Request to Extend Public Notice Comment Period - HI 0020117-09004PDCL.14.PDF


Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached document for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Darryl Lum at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB



mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Whitson, Amelia
Subject: FW: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
Date: Friday, September 12, 2014 9:27:00 AM
Attachments: 08019PKP.14c.pdf


See compliance summary page 7.
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-2-3)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=FE59D7C17B2B4A7FB2F96D26A54A9AF2-ESABLAD
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STATE OF HAWAII 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH 



P.  O.  BOX 3378 
HONOLULU, HI  96801-3378 



 08019PKP.14c 
DATE:  August 13, 2014 



NPDES PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
 
FACT SHEET: APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF NATIONAL POLLUTANT 



DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT AND 
ZONE OF MIXING (ZOM) TO DISCHARGE TO MAMALA BAY, 
PACIFIC OCEAN, WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES 



 
PERMITTEE: CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 
 
FACILITY: SAND ISLAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
 
FACILITY MAILING ADDRESS 
City and County of Honolulu 
Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 
1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 308 
Kapolei, Hawaii  96707 



FACILITY STREET ADDRESS 
City and County of Honolulu 
Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 
1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96819 
 



PERMITTEE MAILING ADDRESS 
City and County of Honolulu 
1000 Uluohia Street 
Kapolei, Hawaii  96707 
Contact: Ms.  Lori Kahikina, Director 
 Dept. of Environmental Services 
 City and County of Honolulu 
 Telephone No. (808) 768-3486 
 
 
 
 
 
 



NEIL ABERCROMBIE 
GOVERNOR OF HAWAII 



LINDA ROSEN, M.D., M.P.H. 
DIRECTOR OF HEALTH 



In reply, please refer to: 
EMD/CWB 
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as 
the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.   



A. Permit Information 



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility). 
 
Table F-1.  Facility Information 
Permittee City and County of Honolulu 
Name of Facility Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



Facility Address 1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, HI 96707 



Facility Contact, Title, and 
Phone Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Authorized Person to Sign 
and Submit Reports Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Mailing Address 1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 



Billing Address Same as above 
Type of Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Pretreatment Program Yes 
Reclamation Requirements No 
Facility Design Flow 90 million gallons per day (MGD) 
Receiving Waters Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean 
Receiving Water Type Marine 
Receiving Water 
Classification 



Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters 
(HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B))  



 
1. NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on 



November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted 
an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee 
reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional 
information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, 
March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013. 



 
2. The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to 



discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of 
issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions 
which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and 
Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes. 



B. Facility Setting 



1. Facility Operation and Location 



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on 
the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides 
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primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the 
Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to 
a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where 
screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, 
wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  
The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 
channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, 
Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17’01”N and 
Longitude 157°54’24”W.   
 
Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore 
and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 
3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 
3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge 
storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent 
contractor.    
 
Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s 
municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.   
 
Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  
Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), 
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.   



 
2. Receiving Water Classification 



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic 
enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 
         



3. Ocean Discharge Criteria 



The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant 
to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial 
sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean 
Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  
The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable 
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degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the 
Director proposes to issue a permit. 
 



4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List 



CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where 
water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of 
technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.   
 
On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water 
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii. 
 
The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any 
pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is 
reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been 
established for this waterbody.   
 



5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations 



a. Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data 
 



Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from 
Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 
through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.   



 
Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Flow MGD 2 2 2 76 98 149 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(5-Day) 



mg/L 1163 1603 2 1284 1344 1804 



lbs/day 79,3303 109,4213 2 64,6534 69,3274 107,5444 



mg/L 1195 1225 2 1286 1376 1616 



lbs/day 89,4145 91,5945 2 60,3616 66,0226 75,8276 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 30 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
287 



Total Suspended 
Solids 



mg/L 693 1043 2 484 594 904 



lbs/day 47,1873 71,1243 2 27,1944 31,5194 71,9504 



mg/L 485 505 2 496 536 706 



lbs/day 36,3495 37,4035 2 24,4346 31,8746 67,2746 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 60 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
717 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml 



8 8 18,0008 -- 16,4319 90,500 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L 2 2 648 10 10 10 
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1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 



2006 through June 2011. 
2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.   
4 Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010. 
5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 



applicable until deadlines established in the 2010 Consent Decree.   
6 Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013. 
7 Data represent minimum percent removal reported. 
8 Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002. 
9 Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became 



effective in November 2006. 
10 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of 



chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve 
disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, 
the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data. 



 
Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Oil and 
Grease 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 21.9 79.1 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 12,154 44,355 



Total 
Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 9.5 18.3 



lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 5,192 9,881 



Fats, Oils, 
and Greases 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 12.5 63.8 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 6,962 35,777 



Temperature °C -- 2 2 -- 28.2 30.4 
Total 
Nitrogen 



mg/L 2 2 NA 24 29.2 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 13,351 14,339 -- 



Total 
Phosphorus 



mg/L 2 2 NA 3.153 3.723 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 1,7243 1,9423 -- 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 nor greater 
than 9.0 6.45 – 7.49 



Chronic 
Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia 
Dubia  



TUc NA NA 94 -- -- 46 



Chronic 
Toxicity –
Tripneustes 
Gratilla 



TUc NA NA 4 -- -- 1428.6 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 NA 0.38 0.0902 -- 0.308 
lbs/day 0.0052 NA 0.26 0.0532 -- 0.308 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 NA 0.18 0.037 -- 0.172 
lbs/day 0.0082 NA 0.12 0.0242 -- 0.172 



1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 
through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through 
December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not 



apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.   
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6. Compliance Summary 



The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, 
quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to 
April 2011. 
 



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History 



Monitoring Period Violation Type Pollutant Reported 
Value 



Permit 
Limitation Units 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0076 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0052 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.012 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.0082 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Enterococci 3 18,000 CFU/100 



mL 



March 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 117 116 mg/L 



June 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



October 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 116 mg/L 



February 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 118 116 mg/L 



March 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 125 122 mg/L 
March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 
May 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 



May 2011 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 119 mg/L 



1 Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent 
limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current 
permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed 
incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than 
necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have 
been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.   



2 Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 
times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 
through July 2011.     



3 Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 
through July 2011. 
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7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu 
Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree) 



On May 15, 1995, the U.S. District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a 
Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA 
violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and 
DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 
Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake 
specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, 
among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance 
and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental 
Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand 
Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court 
entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, 
all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 
(2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 
2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.   



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, 
the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of 
EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  
The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of 
facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later 
than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and 
interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance 
with secondary treatment standards. 



8. Planned Changes 



In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to 
complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  
The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows: 
 



Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines 
Deadline Requirement 



1/1/2019 Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with 
design. 



1/1/2022 Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed 
with construction. 



1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2025 



If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend 
deadline to no later than 12/31/2038. 



1/1/2030 
If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to 
phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and 



issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work. 



12/31/2035 Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for 
deadline extension was approved. 
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Extended 
deadline no later 
than 12/31/2038 



If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete 
construction of facilities by that deadline. 



 
The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet. 



C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 



1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54 



On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department 
of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; 
January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 
2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, 
the state anti-degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality 
criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor. 
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



 
2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55 



On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 
became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 
was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; 
January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; 
June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  
HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements 
for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.   
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55. 
 



3. State Toxics Control Program 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, 
that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential 
to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State 
Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity 
Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized 
in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based 
toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating 
water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit 
limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for 
specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.   
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Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the 
draft permit. 



 
D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications 



The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, 
non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the 
United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent 
limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish 
two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are 
required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 
40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been 
established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one (1) 
or more of three (3) methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be 
established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state 
criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 
2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria 
guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established 
using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern. 
 
1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 
40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable 
technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  
The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal 
technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards 
at 40 CFR 133. 



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based 
effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits 
based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary 
Treatment Standards. 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) 
established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned 
treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 
301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, 
meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the 
EPA Administrator. 
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Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment 
regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based 
regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the 
minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms 
of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), 
and pH. 



b. Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
 



During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance 
from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and 
TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent 
than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the 
facility from January 1993 through December 1997.   
 
On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 
301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  
On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application 
for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that 
the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply 
with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, 
and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, 
technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on 
secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described 
below. 
 
At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has 
established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by 
secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 
are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as 
technology-based effluent limitations. 
 



Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
Parameter Units 30-Day 



Average 7-Day Average 



BOD5
1 mg/L 30 45 



TSS1 mg/L 30 45 



pH standard 
units 6.0 – 9.0 



1 The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 
percent. 



 
However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim 
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, 
BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically 
states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final 
compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island 
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WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for 
TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final 
effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES 
permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent 
Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or 
monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of 
its applicable NPDES permit.” 



 
The Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the 
applicable TBELs until the deadline established in the Consent Decree. 



 
2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs 
for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that 
cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of 
a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a 
standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), 
permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state 
water quality standard.”   
 
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, 
when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in 
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving 
waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine 
WQBELs in the draft permit.   
 
Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there 
is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be 
established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), 
using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented 
where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for 
the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, 
such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative 
criterion, supplemented with other relevant information. 
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b. Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving 
waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



(1) HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life 
standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic 
pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations 
and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to 
implement these standards. 



 
(2) Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, 



Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration 
is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis 
(RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human 
health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect 
human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health 
standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of 
the two (2) will be used in the RPA. 



 
40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed 
as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are 
expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or 
translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to 
total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert 
the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable. 



 
(3) Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality 



criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  
A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  
The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to 
calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  
Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water 
hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable 
potential.   



 
c. Determining the Need for WQBELs 
 



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control 
all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable 
potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is 
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required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-
001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 was analyzed to 
determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA 
compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards 
in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving 
water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most 
stringent WQS.   
 
(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with 



WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines 
knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation 
with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the 
effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as 
the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent 
concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum 
receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then 
compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant 
has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water 
concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a 
high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of 
effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.   
 
Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances 
of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was 
conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent 
concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS. 



 
(2) Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data 



submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.     
 
(3) Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the 



concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the 
receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states 
that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 
average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
human health standards for carcinogens.   



 
The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for 
limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for 
non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In 
EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for 
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Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA 
evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from 
February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for 
the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined 
that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was 
appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a 
conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee 
discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less 
conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully 
protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  
Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic 
of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” 
conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution. 
 
Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described 
within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 
103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption 
criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is 
appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as 
chlordane and dieldrin.   
 
On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the 
facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated 
Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient 
data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of 
concerns were identified with the submitted study: 
 



• The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the 
ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 
34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because 
density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have 
a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  
Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states 
that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the 
vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should 
evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site 
and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before 
selection a “worst-case density profile”.   



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
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• The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 
2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those 
used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely 
to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit 
initial dilution.   



 
• The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent 



temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how 
the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the 
vertical ambient water column.   



 
Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s 
September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been 
determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit 
development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee 
during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.   
 
As with the two previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee 
used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the 
Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 
through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns 
were identified in the resubmitted study, including: 
 



• The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using 
a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that 
impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity. 



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in Section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
 



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered 
fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis. 
 
DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent 
data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility 
operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable 
potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this 
case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately 
represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent 
ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of 
ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture 
conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.   
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Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution 
studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be 
representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the 
development of this permit.   
 
Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has 
determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for 
chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the 
average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for 
carcinogens.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate 
compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and 
reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  
However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving 
water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often 
problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving 
water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available 
dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to 
calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.   
 
However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for 
assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for 
Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an 
exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing 
monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an 
annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable 
WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the 
pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the 
ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists 
to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM. 
 
Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 
pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water 
quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not 
known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes 
limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent 
limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to 
conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe 
effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  
Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a 
ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation 
must be established that is protective of WQS. 
 
Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated 
for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data 
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annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable 
WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, 
assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not 
be granted. 
 



(4) Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from 
the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application 
Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution 
calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result 
of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 is 
presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations 
for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect 
available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in 
HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted 
for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only 
pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other 
pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.   
 



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results 



Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Antimony, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.6 0.054 15,000 No 



Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 1.5 0.031 36 No 



Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 294 0.44 0.018 0.038 No 



Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.13 0.008 9.4 No 



Chromium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 4.8 0.080 501 No 



Copper, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 40 1.096 3.5 No 



Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 10 0.449 1.0 No 



Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 19 1.728 5.9 No 
Mercury, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.06 0.0018 0.025 No 



Nickel, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 5.9 0.120 8.4 No 



Selenium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.2 0.387 71 No 



Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.80 0.030 2.7 No 
Thallium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 2.2 0.233 16 No 



Zinc, Total Recoverable μg/L 14 103 85 1.729 91 No 
Acrolein μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.045 18 No 
Benzene μg/L 14 294 4.8 0.104 13 No 
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Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate μg/L 14 103 1.3 0.013 16,000 No 



Chlordane μg/L 81 294 0.28 0.00164 0.00016 Yes 
Chloroform μg/L 14 294 1.0 0.0079 5.1 No 
Dieldrin μg/L 81 294 0.083 0.00101 0.000025 Yes 
Diethyl Phthalate μg/L 14 103 3.1 0.068 590,000 No 
Endosulfan Sulfate μg/L 14 103 0.0090 0.00021 0.0087 No 
Ethylbenzene μg/L 14 103 0.8 0.065 140 No 
Malathion μg/L 14 103 0.22 0.010 0.10 No 
Phenol μg/L 14 103 5.1 0.104 170 No 
Toluene μg/L 14 103 21 2.004 2,100 No 
Trichloroethylene μg/L 14 294 0.20 0.0041 26 No 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.023 660 No 
DDT2 μg/L 14 294 0.024 0.00019 0.000008 Yes 
Total Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1203 NA 150.00 No 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 6.53 NA 3.5 Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1.853 NA 5.0 No 
Total Phosphorus μg/L 20 NA 8.823 NA 20.00 No 



  



(5) Reasonable Potential Determination.   
 



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential 
cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these 
constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the 
lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become 
available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add 
numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue 
monitoring. 



 
Data for the following parameters was not available:  
 



• Dichlorobromomethane 
• Carbon Tetrachloride 
• 1,2-Dichloroethane 
• Bromoform 
• Chlorodibromomethane 
• delta-BHC 
• Acenaphthylene 
• Acrylonitrile 
• Anthracene 
• Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(a)Pyrene 
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• Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 
• Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
• Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 
• Butylbenzyl Phthalate 
• Chlorobenzene 
• Chrysene 
• Dimethyl Phthalate 
• 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
• beta-Endosulfan 
• alpha-Endosulfan 
• Fluoranthene 
• Fluorene 
• Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
• Hexachloroethane 
• Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
• Isophorone 
• Methyl Bromide 
• Methyl Chloride 
• N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
• N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine 
• N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
• Nitrobenzene 
• Para Chlorometa Cresol 
• Phenanthrene 
• Pyrene 
• Tetrachloroethylene 
• 1,1-Dichloroethane 
• 1,1-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
• Benzo(ghi)Perylene 
• Benzo(a)Anthracene 
• 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
• 1,2-Dichloropropane 
• 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
• Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 
• 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
• 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether 
• 2-Chloronaphthalene 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Nitrophenol 
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• Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
• 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine 
• 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Nitrophenol 
• 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• PCB-1016 
• 2,3,7,8 TCDD 
• Naphthalene 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 
• Benzidine 
• Vinyl Chloride 
• 4,4'-DDE 
• Aldrin 
• alpha-BHC 
• beta-BHC 
• gamma-BHC 
• Endrin 
• Toxaphene 
• Heptachlor 
• Heptachlor Epoxide 
• Methoxychlor 
• PCBs 
• Parathion 
• Demeton 
• Guthion 
• Hexachlorobenzene 
• Hexachlorobutadiene 
• Mirex 
• 1,3-Dichloropropylene 
• Chloroethane 
• Chlorophyll a 
• Turbidity 



 
(b) Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included 



in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) 
and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; 
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however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to 
collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential 
consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed 
in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.   



 
(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that 



chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable 
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water 
quality standards.  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft 
permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and 
ammonia nitrogen.   
 
The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the 
results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed 
WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia 
nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.   
 
The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both 
STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below. 



 
d. WQBEL Calculations 
 



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic 
life and human health.   
 
(1) WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a 



discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges 
through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; 
(3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge 
has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable 
potential can be calculated, as described below.   



 
(a) For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum 



effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality 
standard and the minimum dilution factor;  



 
(b) For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent 



limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits 
based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best 
Professional Judgment (BPJ); 



 
(c) For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most 



stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard 
and dilution; and  
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(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is 
equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor 
determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent 
limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ. 



 
(2) WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that 



the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of 
toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.  Limits 
based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day 
averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens. 



  
The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a 
submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the 
draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum 
effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after 
considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for 
non-carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens 
based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs 
established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below. 
 
(3) Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs 
 



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution 
of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  
However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations 
in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee 
does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily 
maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not 
justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for 
non-carcinogens to 103:1.  Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution 
of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation 
of applicable effluent limitations.    



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for 
the pollutants below. 



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm 



Where:  
RWC = Receiving water concentration 
MEC  =  Maximum effluent concentration reported 
99%ratio  = The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or 



calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the 
TSD. 



Dm = Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic 
toxicity standards and human health standards 
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for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for 
human health standards for carcinogens)    



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the 
applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are 
established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in 
detail. 



(a) Chlordane 



i. Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent 
applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health 
standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0649 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.044 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.67.  Based on a CV of 0.67 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.56.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.308 µg/L) x 1.56 x 0.0034 
=  0.00164 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.00016 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00164 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for chlordane. 



 
iii. Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using 



STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 
0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and 
a dilution of 294:1. 
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iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.308 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.077 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately 
comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent 
annual average effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human 
health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  
However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed 
Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of 
Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health 
water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, 
Chapter11-54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead 
of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality 
standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by 
the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on 
March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the 
new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  
This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an 
effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the 
incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  
Anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the 
previous permit if information is available at the time of permit 
reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit 
was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding 
that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has 
been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in 
Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using 
recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The 
dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available 
average dilution of 294:1.   
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Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a 
new design flow of 90 MGD, the Permittee will have a mass-based 
effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from 
October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual 
average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum 
annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the 
average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to 
result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the 
receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the 
new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water 
and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses 
will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is 
not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not 
expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the 
receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, 
and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.   



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation 
based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard 
for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



(b) Dieldrin 



i. Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 
0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0245 µg/L and a standard deviation 
of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 
81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described 
in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.73.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.172 µg/L) x 1.73 x 0.0034 
=  0.00101 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard = 
 0.000025 µg/L 
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The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00101 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for dieldrin. 



iii. Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using 
STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 
0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens 
and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.172 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.033 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to 
immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent 
limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for 
dieldrin may be attainable after the upgrades required by the 
Consent Decree have been initiated. 



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied 
because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at 
least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the 
previous permit.   



(c) DDT 



i. DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 
0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT 
(n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.46.  Based on a CV of 0.46 and 
14 samples, the 99% multiplier was calculated as 2.14.  As 
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discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 
for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.027 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.027 µg/L) x 2.14 x 0.0034 
=  0.00019 µg/L 
 



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.000008 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00019 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for DDT. 



iii. DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP 
procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality 
standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on 
the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, 
and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on 
the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.027 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed 
maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has 
determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual 
average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the 
previous permit was 0.018 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual 
average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual 
average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined 
that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitations.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied 
because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for 
DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001. 



e. Nutrients 
 



i. Ammonia Nitrogen 
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HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia 
nitrogen: 



 



Parameter Geometric Mean 
Value not to exceed 
more than 10% of 



the time 



Value not to exceed 
more than 2% of the 



time 
Ammonia Nitrogen 
(μg/L) 3.50 8.50 15.00 



 
As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to 
exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This 
finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving 
water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can 
consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”   
 
Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 
indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the 
receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below: 
 
i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for 



ammonia nitrogen. 
 
The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen. 
 



ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for 
analysis. 
 
Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the 
applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and 
constitute the decision unit for the analysis. 
 



iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are 
aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate 
annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the 
highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 
90 percent of the applicable WQS. 
 
The resulting geomeans were: 
 



Year Result (μg/L) 
2009 1.42 
2010 1.6 
2011 2.01 
2012 2.25 
2013 2.53 
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The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less 
than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative 
capacity appears to be present in the receiving water. 
 



iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, 
reports, and receiving water data trends. 
 
Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of 
assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented 
in Step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of 
increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee 
shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that 
assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the 
observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not 
due to a lack of assimilative capacity. 



 
Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, 
end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  
However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the 
previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have 
the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the 
ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and 
requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the 
edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent 
limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS 
exceedances within the receiving water.   
 
Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, 
with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal 
application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, 
the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as 
representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained 
in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation 
based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term 
average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant 
performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the 
interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times 
the MEC.   
 
A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has 
been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed 
over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based 
on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been 
established in this permit. 
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Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus 
these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit. 
 



f. pH  
 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water 
quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  
Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate 
compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  
The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times 
appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been 
carried over. 
 



g. Enterococcus 
 



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed 
in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water 
limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from 
shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal 
regulations at 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards 
for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA 
Section 304(a).  40 CFR Section 131.42(e)(2) specifies that the regulations 
established in 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) applies to waters of Hawaii 
beyond 300 meters of the shoreline. 



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 
1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a 
bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate 
contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely 
expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use 
coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5). 



The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as 
infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is 
consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in 
EPA’s TDD. 



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 
40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water 
may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus 
for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from 
pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate 
reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  
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Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA 
was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore 
antibacksliding requirements are satisfied. 



(1) Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a 
geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric 
mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  
Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the 
WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 
12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was 
exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the 
monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied 
as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit. 



 
(2) Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation 



waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the 
resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data 
from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 
80th percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 
16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of water quality. 



 
The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and 
operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with 
a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  
Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent 
limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with 
compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The 
enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based 
on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 
7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 
100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  
Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and 
installed the disinfection system.   
 
Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the 
waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be 
maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary 
to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the 
Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to 
achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not 
demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to 
accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum 



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 33 
 



daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has 
been carried over. 



 
Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the 
highest monthly geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the 
month of October 2006.  However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not 
come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly 
geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee 
can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation 
for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit 
establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the 
final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by 
June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for 
enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the 
previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent 
limitation may not be considered. 
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not 
limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge 
is not expected to immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final 
compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified 
treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred 
alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, 
and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 
 
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which 
requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment 
standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035.  The planning and 
construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 
2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already 
currently in place at the facility, the Permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final effluent 
limitations is required by June 30, 2024. 
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance 
longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall 
specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no 
event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time 
necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a 
treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for 
completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of 
reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.” 
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The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, 
design, and the execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 
Consent Decree, as the acquisition of funding and contract execution can be 
challenging with government entities.  However, once the contract is 
executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current 
treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been 
established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim 
effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over 
the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean 
between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard 
deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed 
geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection 
system in November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not 
appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 
16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the 
observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 
16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current 
facility treatment capabilities. 
 
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot 
immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with 
the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date 
of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period 
for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has 
been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment 
capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.   
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean 
effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for 
enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous 
permit. 
 



h. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)  
 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic 
effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree 
of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving 
water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion 
specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric 
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WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  
An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures 
mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period 
of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth. 



The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at 
Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for 
Tripneustes gratilla. 
 
Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and 
December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an 
exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring 
results for T. gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to 
exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in 
the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as 
>1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between 
October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some 
months). 
 
A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  
For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of 
Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  
As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been 
revised to be consistent with the TST method using T. gratilla.   



T. gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, 
T. gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s 
effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T. gratilla is representative of toxic impacts 
on local species.   



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific 
Ocean, including T. gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with 
the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 
40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test 
procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit 
basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is 
further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast 
facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods 
and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.”  



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using 
T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) 
Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, 
Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD 
Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International 
Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022). 
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As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined 
for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and 
monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2). 



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated 
into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water 
quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 
(49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).   



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes 
a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing 
approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test 
species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.   



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration 
(NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 
100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 
is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.   



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable 
IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the 
applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution 
is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) 
waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s 
backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data 
indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely 
exceeding 357 TUc) with T. gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  
Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T. gratilla, an 
effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional 
pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being 
discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not 
expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the 
receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is 
consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 
303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1. 



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted 
(Outfall Serial No.  001): 



IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor 



 =             100/103 
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 =             0.97% 



For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be 
met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho): 
 
IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test 
result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” 
 
The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, 
respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the 
TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially 
decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s 
traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces 
the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory 
costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant 
improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing 
is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range 
of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect 
measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting 
appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test 
power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which 
significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 20101).   



 
Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide 
Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford 
effective protection to aquatic life.   



 
A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is 
protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) 
and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is 
consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding 
regulations. 



i. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations 
 



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 
requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where 
possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, 
mass-based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established 
where applicable based on the following formula: 



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 



1 U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water. 
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40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs 
be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based 
effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the 
previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit 
required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, 
including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the 
previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during 
this permit renewal. 



The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit 
and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit. 



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) (5-day @ 20 
Deg.  C) 



mg/L 1161 1601 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 79,3302 109,4212 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
30 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 



Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 



mg/L 691 1041 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 47,1872 71,1242 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
60 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 
1 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent 



limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  
City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree). 



2 Based on a design flow of 82 MGD. 
3 Based on a design flow of 90 MGD. 
 
Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml -- -- 18,0001 -- 3,6052 18,0003 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Chronic Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia Dubia  TUc -- -- 94 -- -- -- 



Chronic Toxicity –
Tripneustes Gratilla TUc -- -- 4 -- -- Pass5 



Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L -- -- -- -- -- 47,894 
lbs/day -- -- -- -- -- 35,949 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 -- 0.38 0.05 -- 0.38 
lbs/day 0.0052 -- 0.26 0.037 -- 0.28 
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Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 -- 0.18 0.0074 -- 0.18 
lbs/day 0.0082 -- 0.12 0.0056 -- 0.14 



DDT6 µg/L -- -- -- 0.0024 -- 0.094 
lbs/day -- -- -- 0.0018 -- 0.071 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L -- -- 64 -- -- --7 



1 Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation. 
2 Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through 
December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the 
Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible. 



3 Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply 



to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla. 
5 “Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet. 
6 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
7 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if 



the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is 
chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not 
applicable.   



 
j. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements 
 



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations 
that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent 
limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions 
contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 
40 CFR 122.44(l).     



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available 
which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have 
justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit 
establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane 
based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS 
used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in 
Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent 
with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent 
limitations are based on new information that was not available during the 
drafting of the previous permit.   



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based 
effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously 
authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design 
capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is 
directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as 
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allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with 
Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these 
pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for 
antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 
402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of 
mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin. 



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as 
stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



k. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements 
 



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 
40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality 
of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific 
findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to 
accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the 
waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent 
limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the 
previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit 
by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids 
handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact 
sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to 
public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional 
antidegradation analysis is not necessary. 
 
The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 
40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water 
quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect 
the existing uses will be maintained and protected.   
 



E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements 



1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data 



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM 
Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria 
from 11-54-6(b)(3). 
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Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data  



Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 1502 23,302 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.52 11,900 
Nitrate + Nitrite μg/L 5.02 110 
Orthophosphate 
Phosphorus μg/L -- 3,440 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 202 2,900 
Chlorophyll a μg/L 0.302 0.923 
Turbidity NTU 0.502 82.5 
TSS mg/L -- 38.7 
pH s.u. 3 7.0 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 4 2.38 
Temperature °C 5 26.5 
Salinity ppm 6 7,200 
1 Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010 
2 Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean. 
3 pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at 



coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or 
groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



4 Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation. 
5 Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions. 
6 Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors. 
  



2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data 



a. Shoreline Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from 
January 2009 to December 2013. 



 
Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations  



Station 
Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
CFU/100 mL 



S1 7.05 
S2 2.22 
S5 7.16 
S7 4.26 
S8 10.94 



Water Quality 
Standard 35 



1 Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by 
the Permittee from January 2009 to 
December 2013.  
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b. Nearshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



R1 1.83 -- -- 123 14.6 -- 1.11 
R2 1.52 -- -- 121 12.0 -- 0.91 
R3 1.97 -- -- 115 10.8 -- 0.71 
C1 1.11 3.42 2.67 102 8.9 0.38 0.25 
C2 1.25 3.42 3.08 102 8.8 0.35 0.29 
C3 1.25 1.82 3.47 98 8.4 0.25 0.29 
C4 1.23 1.41 2.31 98 8.5 0.29 0.29 
C5 1.26 2.01 2.50 99 8.4 0.35 0.31 
C6 1.14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.0 3.5 150 20 0.50 0.30 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling 



points at each station.  



 
c. Offshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



D1 1.30 1.62 2.84 105 8.50 0.25 0.26 
D2 1.39 1.28 3.74 107 8.67 0.23 0.19 
D3 1.33 1.40 4.38 119 8.72 0.21 0.22 
D4 1.33 1.15 2.23 111 8.48 0.26 0.2 
D5 1.41 1.20 1.94 114 8.17 0.25 0.27 
D6 1.09 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
E1 1.31 1.79 2.41 116 8.35 0.24 0.23 
E2 1.32 1.85 3.36 110 8.75 0.27 0.17 
E3 1.35 1.62 6.53 120 8.82 0.22 0.21 
E4 1.69 1.94 3.23 103 8.44 0.22 0.18 
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Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



E5 1.23 2.12 2.94 108 9.22 0.26 0.2 
E6 1.13 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.03 3.54 150 20 0.50 0.305 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom 



sampling points at each station.  
3 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton. 
4 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle. 
5 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom. 
 



3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations 



a. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility 
 



(1) The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the 
Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted 
thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open 
coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates 
receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not 
exceed applicable water quality standards.   



 
(2) Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters.”  As 



such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public 
water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational 
activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving 
water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.   



 
The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic 
Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft 
permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, 
dated December 30, 2005. 
 



(3) The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for 
recreational areas in marine recreational waters: 



 
(a) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public 



bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a 
geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
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five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 
25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.   



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, 
the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as 
explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii 
Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water 
Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a 
regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State 
enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 
35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 
CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new 
standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved 
by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new 
enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new 
water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all 
marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the 
new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be 
insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. 



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established 
end-of-pipe is based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because 
State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the 
applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as 
receiving water limitations for the protection of human health. 



(b) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples 
per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



(c) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 
treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural 
public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be 
posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as 
temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count. 



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as 
described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, 
Section 11-54-8(b).     
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(4) As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for 
enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving 
water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been 
established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to 
be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 
300 meters from shore have not been established. 



 
b. Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 
 



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 
not to exceed the 



given value 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 
than 10% of the 



time 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 



than 2% of the 
time 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.50 8.50 15.00 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen  μg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 



Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 



Chlorophyll a  μg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



Turbidity  NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



pH standard 
units 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 
8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater 



from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may 
depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions. 



Salinity ppm 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic 
factors. 



 
The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for 
“Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater 
through Outfall Serial No. 001, as seen in the table above.   
 
The discharges from Outfall Serial No. 001 shall comply with the values listed 
in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at 
the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other 
pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.   
 
These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained 
from the previous permit. 
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c. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 
 



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) 
modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be 
located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and 
transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and 
beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for 
pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended 
Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the 
area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of 
the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for 
the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet 
along the centerline of the diffuser.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls 
to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance 
with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested 
that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the 
Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM 
requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the 
diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of 
the ZOM is located at Latitude 21°16’58”N and Longitude 157°54’21”W, with 
the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 
in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.   
 
(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses 



of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, 
and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The 
following findings were considered: 



 
(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the 



effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution 
and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are 
expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.   
 
Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish 
Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in 
the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long 
term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.   
 
An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled 
video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 
through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has 
not been negatively impacted. 
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Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver 
histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in 
Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the 
Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or 
microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the 
sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact 
on the health of the fish studied in the survey. 
 
Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence 
that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health 
or community structure. 
 



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum 
of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  
No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution 
would be negatively impacted by current conditions.   
 



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, 
F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological 
monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative 
impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.   



 
(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless 



the application and supporting information clearly show: that the 
continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not 
substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the 
public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable 
to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of 
water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of 
treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of 
HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5): 



 
(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to 



southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people 
and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment 
facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or 
operation would cause severe hardship to the residents. 
 



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or 
contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or 
safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of 
illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that 
enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement 
of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore. 
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(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet 
applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, 
were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  
However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and 
capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS 
for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the 
operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No 
information is known that would revise the finding during the previous 
permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to 
the public. 



 
(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data 



indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  
However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent 
limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the 
effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual 
and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable 
technology-based effluent limitations.   



 
The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements 
in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).   



 
Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, 
pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  
These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.   
 
For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable 
water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include 
light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, 
EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  
As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring 
locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent 
with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM 
stations. 
 
The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified 
in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water 
monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to 
evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the 
applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this 
Fact Sheet. 
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F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  
HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES 
permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 
require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting 
monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to: 
 
• Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions 



established by the DOH; 



• Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of 
pollution arising from waste discharge; 



• Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, 
national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and 
other standards; and, 



• Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories. 



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement 
federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the 
monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.   
 
1. Influent Monitoring 



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and 
non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment 
facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent 
monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  
Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit 
in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  
The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of 
the draft permit. 
 



2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001 



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001. 
 



a. Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained 
from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM 
monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of said pollutants.   
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b. Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft 
permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable 
comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if 
the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia 
nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring 
requirements for other nutrients. 
 



c. Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been 
added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID 
monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.   
 



d. Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit 
to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based 
effluent limitations. 



 
e. Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the 



previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.     
 



f. Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, 
and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.   
 



g.  Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality 
criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be 
free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials,” and in 
the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is 
included as an attachment to the draft permit. 
 



h. Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to 
determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect 
data for future RPAs.   



 
i. Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are 



retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs. 
 



3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring 



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is 
required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent 
limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.   
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4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements 



a. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine 
compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters 
within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft 
permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of 
seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These 
monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included 
in Part E.1 of the draft permit. 
 



b. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at 
three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called 
recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, 
therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with 
specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.   
 
In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee 
to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and 
C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, 
C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have 
been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have 
sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old 
stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are 
retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
  



c. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations 
along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along 
the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements 
for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in 
Part E.3 of the draft permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
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d. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 
 



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and 
temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments 
for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations: 
 



Location Station 
Name 



Number of Samples at Each Station 
(Including Replicates) 



Chemistry Benthic 
Organisms 



Nearshore 



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



 
The previous permit also required monitoring at Stations C4, D4, and E4.  
However, Stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample 
sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from 
the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
requirements have been retained from the previous permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



e. Fish Monitoring 
 



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two (2) fish 
monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively 
affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the 
control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at 
FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the 
outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 
and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are 
located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, 
crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to 
strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to 
enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent 
data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when 
compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the 
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new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away 
from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements 
have been retained from the previous permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



f. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on 
an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that 
assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct 
a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the 
permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the 
term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.   
 



G. Rationale for Provisions 



1. Standard Provisions 



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit 
Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.   
 



2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.   
 



3. Special Provisions 



a. Reopener Provisions 
 



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set 
forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations 
based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water 
quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.   
 



b. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements  
 



(1) Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the 
Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which 
the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This 
requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail 
in Part B.2 of the draft permit.    
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4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities 



a. Pretreatment Requirements 
 



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, 
require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  
A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, 
which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and 
prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, 
standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed 
pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 
40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11-55-24. 



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and 
received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised 
program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On 
October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There 
are currently 21 non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight 
food/drink manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.   



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal 
regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment 
requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES 
permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to 
require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for 
controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease. 



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the 
CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more 
toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban 
area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The draft permit requires 
the Permittee to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements since the 
facility continues to operate as a primary treatment plant. 



b. Biosolids Requirements 
 



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and 
regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards 
included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the 
draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on 
the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other 
Hawaii POTWs.    



5. Other Special Provisions 



a. Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to 
submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This 



  
 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 55 
 



provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH 
to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum 
treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the 
wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the 
draft permit. 



 
b. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised 



and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall 
be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the 
draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel 
trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from 
the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.     



 
c. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate 



power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  
This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if 
a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment 
operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in 
existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise 
control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source 
of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit. 



 
H. Public Participation 



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit 
in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their 
comments in writing either in person or by mail, to:  
 



Clean Water Branch  
Environmental Management Division 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 



 



  
 








			A. Permit Information


			B. Facility Setting


			1. Facility Operation and Location


			2. Receiving Water Classification


			3. Ocean Discharge Criteria


			4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List


			5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations


			6. Compliance Summary


			7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree)


			8. Planned Changes
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			2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55
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			3. Special Provisions
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From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island Resposne to Comments
Date: Thursday, October 30, 2014 6:58:14 PM
Attachments: Response to Comment for Sand Island Public Notice Permit2.docx


Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the revised responses.  Thank you and Happy Halloween!
Kris
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Comments received by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft permit (NPDES 
Permit No. HI0020117) for the discharge from the Sand Island WWTP to Mamala Bay, 
which was public-noticed on August 20, 2014.  Overall, we strongly support the draft 
permit, as it appropriately includes secondary treatment requirements, which will 
establish discharge control expectations of the permittee that are consistent with 
national requirements for other POTW wastewater discharges.  Additionally, the draft 
permit includes updated requirements for toxicity, bacteria, and nutrients that are 
consistent with NPDES permitting regulations and will provide water quality protection 
for Mamala Bay.  We have two concerns that need to be addressed to ensure the 
permit meets NPDES requirements.  Specifically, our concerns focus on the compliance 
schedule for enterococcus and the regional monitoring activities. 
 
A. Compliance Schedule 
 



It is not clear whether the compliance schedule for the monthly geometric mean 
effluent limit for enterococcus meets the requirements of 40 CFR 122.47.  The fact 
sheet must demonstrate that the compliance schedule will lead to compliance with 
the final effluent limit “as soon as possible.”  In making this determination, DOH 
needs to consider the specific steps needed to modify or install treatment facilities, 
operations or other measures and the time those steps would take.  For this facility, 
the fact sheet states that disinfection facilities already exist and that only minor 
changes, such as expansion or optimization of treatment may be needed.  It is not 
clear that a 10-year schedule is necessary to implement those changes.  The fact 
sheet must clearly demonstrate that the length of the schedule included in the permit 
is no longer than necessary to comply with the final effluent limit. 



 
Response:  The duration of the compliance schedule shall remain as written in the 
permit to allow the Permittee an opportunity to revisit their choice in disinfection 
technology to meet demands for energy efficiency with the rising cost of the 
electricity required to run the current UV disinfection facility.  See comments from 
Mr. Michael Chang of Hawaii Energy. 



 
B. Regional Monitoring 



 
The public notice permit includes a provision allowing the permittee to develop and 
implement a regional monitoring program in lieu of performing some of the 
monitoring required by the permit.  It is not clear which monitoring requirements in 
the permit would be waived if this regional program went into effect or for how long 
the waiver would be effective.  The language also erroneously provides the 
permittee shall “identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving 
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water,” where only DOH has the authority to perform such a task.  Development of a 
regional monitoring program is complex and involves multiple parties.  We 
recommend this language be removed and replaced with a reopener provision, 
which will allow modification of the permit pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62 to incorporate 
changes to the monitoring requirements once a regional monitoring program plan 
has been developed. 
 
Response:  This section has been revised to the following: 
 
“The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving 
water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may 
be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality 
Standards.  Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all 
monitoring partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize 
the pooled scientific resources of the region.  The Permittee is required to: 



 
a.    Take the lead, coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the 



regional monitoring activities with all individual NPDES permit holders and MS4 
permit holders discharging into the receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other 
participating government agencies and private entities.  



b.    Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the 
receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final 
plan must be acceptable to DOH prior to its implementation.   



c.    Initiate implementation of the DOH accepted regional monitoring activities plan 
within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional monitoring 
activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year to account for 
seasonal variation.   



d.    Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of 
the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from the 
issuance date of this permit. 
 



This permit may be modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62 to incorporate changes to 
the monitoring requirements once a regional monitoring program plan has been 
developed.  During the implementation of the final regional monitoring program plan, 
the Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to 
provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated 
modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more 
comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring 
results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.” 
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Comments received from the City and County of Honolulu, Department of 
Environmental Services 
 
FACT SHEET 
 
1. Page 3, Part A Table F-1 - The correct zip code is 96819, not 96707. 



 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
2. Page 3, Part B.1, 2nd sentence - Delete and replace the sentence with the following, 



“The facility has a design average flow of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment 
of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.” 
 
The 90 MGD is the “design average” daily flow capacity of the Sand Island 
(SIWWTP). 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
3. Page 4, Part B.1, 8th sentence - Replace the words “high pressure” with “medium 



pressure.” The existing UV lamps are medium pressure lamps. 
 



Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



4. Page 14, Part D.2.c.(2) - Correct the time period of analyses for chlordane, dieldrin 
and DDT. The reasonable potential analyses (RPA) worksheets provided by 
Department of Health (“DOH”) indicate different time periods for analysis than 
DOH’s RPA worksheets. 



 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
5. Page 14, Part D.2.c.(3) - DOH used the wrong dilution values. DOH failed to 



consider the updated Outfall Dilution Analysis Technical Memorandum (TM) dated 
October 15, 2013 and submitted by the City and County of Honolulu (“CCH”) to 
DOH on October 28, 2013 via letter (EMC 13-169). The October 2013 Outfall 
Dilution Analysis updates the April 3, 2013 dilution analysis to incorporate the 
results of numerous discussions with PG Environmental, DOH’s permit writer 
regarding the dilution model inputs. 



 
Response:    All pertinent information for the reissuance of the permit should have 
been submitted with the permit application.  As documented in the Fact Sheet 
starting from page 14, dilution studies submitted by the Permittee on 
September 14, 2011 and April 3, 2012 were reviewed and found deficient.  After 
much consultation with DOH’s contractor, the Permittee submitted another dilution 
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study on October 28, 2013, after the preparation of the draft permit.  Like the 
previous studies, the October 28, 2013 technical memorandum did not use all the 
available ambient density profile data for the dilution analysis.  The DOH’s 
contractor informed the Permittee of this deficiency with the previous two studies, 
however, an abbreviated data set was also used with their most recent submittal.  
Using an abbreviated data set is not consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing 
Characteristic of Municipal Ocean Discharges document which requires that “worst-
case” conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution because it does not take into account all available 
data. 



 
6. Pages 18 &19, Part D.2.c(4), Table F-7 - The dilution values (i.e., 103:1 and 294:1) 



reported in Table F-7 and used in DOH’s RPA calculations are inappropriate. The 
October 2013 Outfall Dilution Analysis specifies a minimum dilution of 228.0:1 and 
an average dilution of 757.3:1 at the ZOM boundary. With enterococcus die-off, the 
report also specifies a minimum dilution of 235.46:1 and an average dilution of 
5,117.2:1.  The October 2013 dilution values should be used for the RPA analyses. 



 
Response:  See Response to Comment 5. 
 



7. Page 23, Part D.2.d.(3) - DOH should not use a minimum dilution of 94:1 or an 
average dilution of 294:1 for the reasons set forth in Comments #5 and #6. 



 
Response:   See Response to Comment 5. 



 
8. Page 24, Part D.2.item (a) - Reasons why reasonable potential does not exist for 



chlordane and why there should not be an effluent discharge limitation for 
chlordane are provided in Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:   The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  The 
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) and effluent limitations are based on the 
applicable water quality standards specified in HAR 11-54.  These standards 
remain applicable until HAR 11-54 is revised to reflect any updated standards.  In 
accordance with the EPA’s Technical Support Document, the RPA is based on the 
maximum reported effluent concentration, which was not disputed.  Therefore, even 
if the data set is missing two data points, the DOH uses one-half the detection level 
for results reported as less than the detection level, and the Permittee contends that 
the results they reported and certified are not valid, the RPA is still correct.  Also, in 
this case DOH used data in the RPA that the Permittee reported and certified as 
representative, true, accurate, and complete.  The DOH assumed that the data 
reported and certified was valid.  Otherwise submission of such data would 
constitute a knowing violation of Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D. 
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9. Page 26, item (b) - Reasons why reasonable potential does not exist for dieldrin and 



why there should not be an effluent discharge limitation for dieldrin are provided in 
Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  The 
RPA and effluent limitations are based on the applicable water quality standards 
specified in HAR 11-54.  These standards remain applicable until HAR 11-54 
is revised to reflect any updated standards.  In accordance with the EPA’s 
Technical Support Document, the RPA is based on the maximum reported effluent 
concentration.  Therefore, even if the data set is missing two data points, the DOH 
uses one-half the detection level for results reported as less than the detection level, 
and the Permittee contends that the results they reported and certified are not valid, 
the RPA is still correct.  Also, in this case DOH used data in the RPA that the 
Permittee reported and certified as representative, true, accurate, and complete.  
The DOH assumed that the data reported and certified was valid.  Otherwise 
submission of such data would constitute a knowing violation of HRS, 
Chapter 342D. 



 
10. Page 27, item (c) - There are no validated detections of DDT. Reasons why 



reasonable potential does not exist for DDT and why there should not be an effluent 
discharge limitation for DDT are provided in Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  The 
RPA and effluent limitations are based on the applicable water quality standards 
specified in HAR 11-54.  These standards remain applicable until HAR 11-54 
is revised to reflect any updated standards.  In accordance with the EPA’s 
Technical Support Document, the RPA is based on the maximum reported effluent 
concentration.  Therefore, the RPA is still correct despite the data set missing two 
data points, the use of one-half the detection level for results reported as less than 
the detection level, and the claim that the certified results reported by the Permittee 
are not valid.  Also, in this case DOH used data in the RPA that the Permittee 
reported and certified as representative, true, accurate, and complete.  The DOH 
assumed that the data reported and certified was valid.  Otherwise submission of 
such data would constitute a knowing violation of HRS, Chapter 342D. 



 
11. Pages 24-28 - Using the current State Water Quality Standards on Human Health is 



inappropriate for the carcinogenic compounds dieldrin, chlordane, and DDT. The 
water quality criterion for chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT was based on human health 
using carcinogenic endpoints in the calculation. This calculation is conservative in 
terms of cancer potency and bio-concentration factors. 











Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 
 



On June 16, 2009, the Governor of the State of Hawaii signed legislation that 
conforms the State Water Quality Standards for chlordane and dieldrin to the current 
federal standards as set forth in the latest EPA National Recommended Water 
Quality Criteria (Office of Science and Technology, 2002 & 2006) which incorporate 
over 20 years of nationwide scientific research concerning the carcinogenicity of 
toxic pollutants. 



 
Response:  The RPA and effluent limitations are based on the applicable water 
quality standards specified in HAR 11-54 and remain applicable until HAR 11-54 
is revised to reflect any updated standards. 



 
12. Pages 24-27 - In December 2009, DOH amended the State water quality standards 



(HAR § 11-54-4(b)(3)) for chlordane and dieldrin through its rulemaking process. 
This amendment was approved by the Governor on January 25, 2010 and 
submitted to EPA for its approval on February 16, 2010. The DOH Rationale 
document for the updated water quality standards provides the State’s conclusions 
regarding what is a risk to human health and this information should have been 
considered in connection with the proposed water quality based effluent limits in the 
draft permit for chlordane and dieldrin. 
 
Response:  The RPA and effluent limitations are based on the applicable water 
quality standards specified in HAR 11-54 and remain applicable until HAR 11-54 
is revised to reflect any updated standards. 



 
13. Page 28, Page 28, Part D.2.d.(3)(c)ii - The maximum effluent concentration for DDT 



of 0.27 ug/L is incorrect. See Attachment A 1. 
 
Response:  The RPA used data that the Permittee reported and certified as 
representative, true, accurate, and complete.  The DOH assumed that the data 
reported and certified was valid.  Otherwise submission of such data would 
constitute a knowing violation of HRS, Chapter 342D.  If the results of testing during 
this permit term show that DDT is not in the effluent, then the requirement for 
sampling for this parameter may be removed when the permit renewed. 
 



14. Page 28, Part D.2.e - The determination that a reasonable potential exists to 
exceed water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen is contradicted by the fact that 
the receiving water is not impaired. As the Fact Sheet, page 5, acknowledges 
“CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where water 
quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of technology-
based effluent limitations on point sources.” Treated effluent is discharged to the 
Pacific Ocean from the Sand Island Ocean Outfall Serial No. 001 through a diffuser 
approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 230 feet below the water. The location of the 
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Sand Island Ocean Outfall Serial No.001 in the Pacific Ocean is not listed as an 
impaired water body in the 2012 State of Hawaii Water Quality Monitoring and 
Assessment Report: Integrated Report to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and the U.S. Congress pursuant to Sections § 303(d) and § 305(b), Clean 
Water Act. TMDLs are the process for evaluating the causes of any impairment. No 
TMDLs have been established or are contemplated for this water body. 
 
Additional reasons why the ammonia nutrient discharge limitation should be deleted 
are presented in Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The 303(d) list may not reflect water quality within the immediate 
vicinity of the outfall.  Reasonable potential was based on the monitoring results at 
the boundary of the Zone of Mixing, where water quality standards should be met.  
Monitoring results at the boundary of the Zone of Mixing for SIWWTP showed 
exceedances of the water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen, therefore 
establishing reasonable potential. 



 
15. Page 29, Part D.2.e.i - In absence of a designation in the 1998 NPDES permit, 



CCH has designated and been using monitoring stations D1, E1, D5, and E5 as the 
appropriate control stations. The stations were selected as best representing 
ambient conditions since they are the farthest stations from the outfall’s influence to 
its east and west side and is along the 50 and 100 meter contours bracketing the 
depth of the diffuser. DOH should use these stations instead of D4 and E4. Using 
DOH’s methodology and the monitoring data from the appropriate control stations, 
the geometric mean summary in part iii. should be listed as follows: 



 
Year Result (µg/L) 
2009 1.51 
2010 1.63 
2011 2.07 
2012 2.23 
2013 2.41 



 
The annual geometric means from 2009 through 2013 is still under 90 percent of 
the applicable WQS (i.e., 3.15 ug/L) and therefore the conclusion remains 
unchanged that assimilative capacity appears to be present in the receiving waters. 



 
Response:    Comment acknowledged. 



 
16. Page 30, Part D.2.e.iv - There is no basis to add an ammonia nitrogen discharge 



limitation of 47,894 ug/L. See Attachment A.1. 
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Response:  The determination of reasonable potential is based on EPA’s TSD and 
EPA guidance.  The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  
Receiving water data reported and certified by the Permittee was used in the RPA.  
It is standard to use one half of the detection level when it is reported to be less 
than the detection level.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality standards for 
ammonia nitrogen and therefore this must be regulated as part of the NPDES 
permit where reasonable potential is determined. 



 
17. Pages 31-34, Part D.2.g - There is no basis for establishing effluent limitations for 



enterococcus at the Sand Island WWTP. The enterococcus effluent discharge 
limitation and the provisions to upgrade the Sand Island WWTP to comply with the 
final enterococcus discharge limitation should be deleted for the following reasons: 
 
In a letter dated September 5, 2013 (EMC 13-152) to the DOH Director, CCH stated 
concerns with the 18,000 cfu/100 mL daily limitation which is based on the outdated 
7 cfu/100 mL geometric mean for State recreational waters within 300 meters of the 
shoreline. The current water quality standard for enterococcus of 35 cfu/100 mL 
was approved by EPA in March 2010. Therefore the daily limitation should be 
updated. Also see Attachment A.1 for other reasons. 
 
Response:  The Permittee was required to construct and operate a facility capable 
of meeting 18,000 CFU/100 mL and an effluent limitation based on this requirement 
was established in the previous permit.  The Permittee was previously required to 
construct and operate a facility capable of meeting this limitation.  Because this 
limitation has been effective since July 21, 2002, it must be carried over based on 
anti-backsliding regulations. 
 



18. Page 32, Part D.2.g(1), 1st and 2nd paragraphs - It is inappropriate to compare the 
Sand Island effluent enterococcus concentration multiplied by the initial dilution to 
the recommended State water quality standard single sample max (501 cfu/100 
mL) and applicable geometric mean criteria (i.e., 35 cfu/100 mL) for receiving 
waters.  A geometric mean should be calculated using the effluent enterococcus 
concentrations measured in a calendar month multiplied by the appropriate dilution 
factor, at the edge of the ZOM.  Additionally the single sample max is 
inappropriately being used to determine a discharge limitation for the SIWWTP 
since it is not a regulatory receiving water quality standard but rather serves as a 
threshold number to issue a beach warning in recreational waters that are 
infrequently used. 
 
Response:  The SIWWTP effluent concentration multiplied by the initial dilution 
was not compared to the State water quality standard single sample max and 
applicable geometric mean criteria for receiving waters.  The requirement remains 
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as written in the draft permit.  Although it may be infrequent, human contact within 
the zone of mixing may occur, thus for the protection of human health due to the 
potential for acute illness from pathogens the initial dilution was determined to be 
appropriate.  The use of the initial dilution is intended to be protective of water 
quality standards, beneficial uses, and human health. Human health may be 
impacted from short term exposure to elevated concentrations of pathogens, thus 
the provided dilution must be conservative to account for all reasonable discharge 
scenarios.  The rationale for the Beach Act, which is included in 40 CFR 131.41 for 
Hawaii, explicitly states that a single sample maximum may be used as limitations 
in NPDES permits. 
 



19. Page 33. Compliance Schedule - The Compliance Schedule should be deleted 
because there is no reasonable potential for enterococcus and the schedule is 
wasteful and unnecessary. See Attachment A.1 for the rationale. 
 
The assumption for the schedule that “the permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL…by June 30, 2024” is incorrect. Any schedule should be 
evaluated in light of the Consent Decree schedule for secondary treatment 
upgrades to the plant, the cost of the treatment capabilities and the incremental 
benefits to the environment. 
 
For Task #1, the fiscal year 2015 budget has already been approved by City 
Council and does not include a source of funding for an alternative treatment study, 
as CCH was not provided with any prior notice that such a study was contemplated.  
CCH does not have a funding source for this task. 
 
For Task #2, one year is not a sufficient time period to conduct a technical study to 
determine whether a major wastewater treatment process upgrade would first be 
required, or if the assumed simple solution of optimizing or expanding the existing 
facility will be cost effective. Evaluation of the upgrades to the Sand Island WWTP 
are being conducted in accordance with a schedule previously agreed to by EPA 
and DOH that considers the detailed design and construction phasing of the 
processes. Any technical study would include consideration of the following: 
 
1)  UV dosage needed to achieve the final monthly geometric mean; 
2)  Suspended particle distribution and transmissivity of the plant effluent and the 



impact on channel capacity as well as the hydraulics of the entire facility should 
reduced spacing between lamps to achieve inactivation be needed. 



 
The significant increase in UV dosage will result in more electric power and 
generated waste heat to the environment. Solutions to these challenges are 
unknown, but would involve expansion of HECO’s power supply facilities, 
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expansion of electrical distribution within the plant, expansion of back-up generation 
facilities, and replacing the associated existing electrical equipment at the UV 
building and ancillary systems. The improvements would ultimately increase the 
deleterious carbon footprint of the process. 
 
Task 5 is inconsistent with the Consent Decree schedule. Sand Island is required to 
be upgraded to meet secondary treatment standards by December 31, 2035, with 
the possibility of extending the deadline to December 31, 2038 if CCH 
demonstrates that an earlier deadline is not technically feasible, or would impose 
undue financial hardship. There is no technical basis to support DOH’s assumption 
that the UV facility can be upgraded to achieve the proposed Enterococcus limits by 
a Compliance Schedule date of June 1, 2024. Such a proposal is an unnecessary 
and wasteful financial burden on CCH’s sewer customers, on top of the already 
high financial burden contemplated and agreed to with the Consent Decree. 
 
Any compliance schedule should be consistent with the Consent Decree provisions 
and have a technically feasible justification and include Force Majeure provisions 
and related dispute resolution procedures. It would be reasonable that any 
compliance schedule should acknowledge the impossibility of meeting deadlines, 
especially in the event of Force Majeure situations that impact the critical path 
schedule. 
 
Response:  The DOH has determined that reasonable potential exists for the 
facility to exceed discharge limitation.  In the Tentative Decision Document (TDD) 
regarding the Permittee’s application for a 301(h) Waiver, EPA also concluded that 
“bacterial concentrations associated with the discharge of wastewater from the 
Sand Island outfall do not meet current water quality standards without disinfection.”  
EPA’s January 14, 2008 letter to the Permittee also stated that “[a]s a result of the 
promulgation [of the BEACH Act], bacteria standards now apply also in state waters 
beyond 300 meters from shore.  Thus, it may be that a more, not less, stringent 
bacteria limitation would now be appropriate.”  Therefore the compliance schedule 
shall remain in the permit. 
 
As a result of the Permittee bringing to our attention that some deadlines have 
already passed, the compliance schedule has been adjusted on the front end to 
allow more time for planning and design.  However, in keeping with the consent 
decree, the deadline to execute a construction contract has remained the same.  As 
brought up by EPA’s comment on the draft permit (see page 1 of this document), 
the end result of the compliance schedule must be met “as soon as possible.”  
Therefore, provisions for missed deadlines that are allowed in the consent decree 
are not included in the compliance schedule. 
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20. Page 36, Part D.2.h – The influent waste stream concentration (IWC) of 0.97% 



specified for the Whole Effluent Toxicity test is incorrect due to the incorrect 
minimum dilution being used. The correct minimum dilution to be used for 
determining the IWC is 228.0:1. 
 
Response:  See Response to Item 5. 
 



21. Page 37, Part D.2h., 4th paragraph, 1st sentence - Revise “The acute and chronic 
biological effect levels (b values of 20% and 25%, respectively) incorporated into 
the TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms” to “The acute and 
chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, respectively or b 
values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively) incorporated into the TST define EPA’s 
unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms…” Reference is EPA833-R-10-004, June 
2010. 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



22. Pages 39, Part D.2.i, Table F-9 – Footnote 6: remove references to 2,4’-DDT, 2,4-
‘DDE and 2,4’-DDD. 
 
40 CFR 136 provides approved analytical methods for DDT 4,4’- isomers, not for 
DDT 2,4’- isomers. The 2,4’- isomers are not Clean Water Act analytes and should 
not require monitoring in the permit. 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



23. Page 41,Part E.1, Table F-10 - It is inappropriate to directly compare Sand Island 
effluent sampling results to State Water Quality Standards which apply to the 
receiving waters. 
 
Response:  Table F-9 was intended for informative purposes. 



 
24. Page 47, Part E.3.c(2), 7th line – change “probably” to “probable.” 



 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
25. Page 49, Part F.1 - Remove DDT from the influent monitoring program as there 



were no validated detections of DDT. DDT has no reasonable potential to cause an 
exceedance of the State water quality standards. See Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See response to Comment 10. 
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26. Page 51, F.4.b. 1st paragraph - Stations R1, R2 and R3 should be deleted from the 



nearshore monitoring program. As stated in its September 1, 1998 (WMC 98-764) 
letter to DOH, sampling was conducted at these stations to obtain data regarding 
sites that are dominated by the influence from nonpoint sources, not for determining 
compliance to open coastal waters. 



 
Response:  The fact sheet shall remain as written. 



 
27. Page 51, Part F.4.c., 2nd sentence - Replace “E3” in the sentence with “E5.” There 



are five “E” stations, E1 through E5. 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



28. Page 52, Part F.4.e - The permit should specify that sampling occur at either of the 
new control stations (i.e., FR3 or FR4) and not both. There may be situations in 
which one of the control stations can be sampled when the other station is 
inaccessible. 



 
Response:  This condition shall remain as written to be consistent with the previous 
permit and the Honouliuli Wastewater Treatment Plant permit conditions. 



 
29. Page 54,Part G.4.a, 2nd paragraph, last sentence - Replace “21 non-categorical 



significant industrial users” with “6 non-categorical significant users”. 
 



Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 
 



DRAFT PERMIT 
 



30. Page 1 – The Permittee is the City and County of Honolulu, Department of 
Environmental Services.  The signature block should read: 
 



“Director, Department of Health 
State of Hawaii.” 



 
Response:  The City and County of Honolulu, Department of Environmental 
Services is listed as the Permittee.  The signature block remains the same as this is 
standard with all NPDES permits issued by the Department of Health. 
 



31. Page 3, Part A.1, 1st and 2nd Table - In both tables, it is appropriate to move 
footnote marker “1” from “Discharge Limitations” to “lbs/day” under the “Units” 
column. Alternatively, the formula should replace “flow (MGD)” with the SIWWTP’s 
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design flow of 90 MGD if the footnote marker “1” remains with “Discharge 
Limitations” label. 



 
Response:  The current location of footnote “1” in both tables are appropriate. 
 



32. Page 3, Part A, 1st Table – The 2010 Consent Decree provides for interim effluent 
limits that the Sand Island WWTP must meet until it achieves full secondary 
treatment. The terms of the proposed draft NPDES permit is subject to the 
discharge limitations of the 2010 Consent Decree, therefore, delete the BOD and 
TSS discharge limitations in the Table and replace with the following interim effluent 
limitations: 
 
BOD: 
Average Monthly – 119 mg/L (89,414 lbs/day) Average Weekly – 122 mg/L (91,594 
lbs/day) Minimum percent removal of BOD, 30%. 
 
TSS: 
Average Monthly – 48 mg/L (36,349 lbs/day) Average Weekly – 50 mg/L (37,403 
lbs/day) Minimum percent removal of TSS, 60%. 
 
Also include a footnote that these interim limitations will be updated should they be 
revised in the 2010 Consent Decree. 
 
The required monitoring Measurement Frequency for BOD and TSS is “Daily”. 
 
Response:  The permit must contain secondary treatment requirements as 
required by Section 301 of the Clean Water Act and described in 40 CFR Part 133.  
The Consent Decree is a stand-alone document and should not be referenced in 
the permit since it allows for less than secondary treatment. 
 



33. Pages 3-4, Part A.1, 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
- On footnote #5, the assumptions leading to the schedule for compliance with the 
proposed Enterococcus discharge limitation are inappropriate. Compliance date 
should coincide with the final completion dates for secondary treatment in 
paragraph 31 of the Consent Decree. Also see comment #19 above. 
 
Delete footnote #10 to require mathematically compositing three required individual 
grab samples by flow to a single Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) 
concentration. Similarly to the Total Oil and Grease (TOG) sampling requirement, a 
single grab sample should be taken for the influent and effluent TPH. Single grab 
sampling for TOG and TPH are required under the recently issued NPDES permits 
for the Kailua RWWTP and Honouliuli WWTP. 
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Response:  See response to Comment 19 regarding the compliance schedule.  
The requirement under Footnote #10 is consistent with the previous permit and 
shall remain as written. 



 
34. Page 3, Part A.1., 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements - 



Delete discharge limitations for enterococcus. It is inappropriate and unjustifiable for 
the Department of Health to impose numerical effluent limitations for Enterococcus. 
Correcting the reasonable potential analysis demonstrates that there is no 
reasonable potential for the SIWWTP’s discharge to cause or contribute to 
exceedances of State WQS. See Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See response to Comment 17. 



 
35. Page 3, Part A.1., 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements - 



Delete discharge limitations and monitoring requirements for chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT.  Correcting the reasonable potential analysis demonstrates that there is 
no reasonable potential for the Sand Island WWTP’s discharge to cause or 
contribute to exceedances of State WQS. See Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See responses to Comments 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. 



 
36. Page 3, Part A.1., 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements - 



Delete discharge limitations for ammonia nitrogen. It is inappropriate and 
unjustifiable for the Department of Health to impose numerical effluent limitations 
for ammonia nitrogen. Correcting the reasonable potential analysis demonstrates 
that there is no reasonable potential for the SIWTTP’s discharge of nutrients to 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of State WQS. Also see Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See responses to Comments 14 and 16. 
 



37. Page 4, Part A.1, 2nd table - Footnote 4: Correct to remove references to “2,4’-
DDT; 2,4-‘DDE and 2,4’-DDD.” See comment #23 above. 
 
Footnote 12: Remove the last sentence, “Results shall be submitted with the 
discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred.” The 
reason for the request is that the actual laboratory analyses and QA/QC review 
cannot be completed and submitted to DOH within a month. It is appropriate given 
that the semi-annual DMRs on “Remaining Pollutants” are due within 60 days from 
the end of the monitoring period. 



 
Response:  References to “2,4’-DDT; 2,4-‘DDE and 2,4’-DDD” were removed as 
requested.  Footnote 12 was revised to the following: 
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“Results shall be submitted by the 28th day of the month following the completed 
monitoring period - July 28th (for the first half of the calendar year) and January 
28th for the second half of the calendar year.” 



 
38. Page 5, Part A.6.a - Delete the requirement for interim effluent limitations for 



enterococcus. See Attachment A.1. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment 17.  Interim limitations based on treatment 
plant performance were established in the compliance schedule to provide the City 
more time to comply with the limitation. 



 
39. Page 5, Part A.6.a, Footnote 1 - Delete the requirement to sample between 12 



noon to 3:00 pm to obtain a grab sample; there is no rational basis for this 
requirement. 
 
The updated method for Enterooccocci is Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by 
Membrane Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside 
Agar(mEI) (EPA 821-R-09-016). 



 
Response:  The footnote was revised as requested. 



 
40. Page 5, Item 6.b – Delete the requirement for final effluent limitations for 



enterococcus, all tasks and compliance dates related to the requirement, and the 
compliance schedule for enterococcus including the compliance dates. The UV 
facility compliance schedule is wasteful and unnecessary as there are no 
enterococcus exceedances. Also see Comment #19 and Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The enterococcus limits are required for the Permittee to meet water 
quality standards.  The EPA’s Tentative Determination Document studied the 
receiving water data collected prior to the initiation of the disinfection facility and 
during its operation and concluded that “…bacterial concentrations associated with 
the discharge of wastewater from the Sand Island outfall do not meet current water 
quality standards without disinfection.”  Also see response to Comment 17. 



 
41. Page 8, Part B.1 - Add a third paragraph that reads “It shall not be considered a 



non-compliance of the whole effluent toxicity requirements if it can be proven to the 
Director’s satisfaction that the inability in obtaining gametes for testing was due to 
circumstances beyond the Permittee’s control.” 



 
Response:   The paragraph was not added to this section because the Permittee 
should be able to regularly collect gametes. 
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42. Page 8, Part B.3, 2nd sentence - Sentence is not grammatically correct. Revise the 



sentence to read, “For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC will use the 
Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010). 



 
Response:  The sentence was revised as requested. 



 
43. Page 9, Part B.4.c - Revise the first sentence to read, “Effluent dilution water and 



control water shall be receiving water or lab water, as described in the test methods 
manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms 
(EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995). 
 
Laboratory water does not have the correct salinity and minerals needed to ensure 
good fertilization of urchin gametes. Salinity adjustment and mineral addition to 
produce artificial seawater could introduce toxic components that affect the viability 
of urchin sperm and eggs. In several studies, the Water Quality Laboratory has 
confirmed poor sea urchin sperm fertilization rates in artificial sea water. 
 
Furthermore, the manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of 
Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms 
(EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995) states that either lab water or receiving water may be 
used for the effluent dilution water or control water.  This language is used in the 
Kailua RWWTP NPDES permit No. HI 0021296 issued on February 14, 2014. 



 
Response:   This section shall remain as written. 



 
44. Page 11, Part B.6.e - Remove item (2) as a listed item required by the TIE plan. The 



evaluation of available operations and effluent data will be part of the Information 
and Data Acquisition phase when executing a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation plan. 



 
Response:   This section shall remain as written.  
 



45. Page 12, Part B.7.a - Percent mean response should be expressed as percent 
effect. The following reference is provided to clarify the suggested correction: EPA 
833-R-10-003 June 2010. Equation E-1, Page E-4. The proper terminology is mean 
effect at the IWC, expressed in %. 
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Response:  Comment acknowledged however this section shall remain as written 
to be consistent with other permits. 



 
46. Page 12, Part B.7.c - Revise the first sentence of the paragraph to specify the 



methods for written notification and reporting requirements as follows: “The 
Permittee shall notify the Director in writing (postmarked, faxed, or emailed) within 
five (5) business days of a test result that is reported as “Fail.” 
 
Written reports submitted by facsimile transmission or email are appropriate 
methods for notification of the outcome of a WET test result reported as a “Fail.” 



 
Response:  In accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07 and the Standard Permit 
Conditions, Item 5.b, all submittals should be signed by the owner or authorized 
representative and contain the certification statement. 



 
47. Page 12, Part B.7.c. - Change from “within five (5) calendar days” to “within five (5) 



working days.” The reason for this change is that it will be difficult to meet the 
calendar deadline for the written submission if there is a weekend or an observed 
holiday around the time of the WET exceedance occurrence. 



 
Response:  This part was changed from “within five (5) calendar days” to “within 
five (5) business days.” 



 
48. Page 14, Part C.1.a(2) - Clarify that these sampling locations are “within 300 meters” 



as “The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as described in 
Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, Section 11-54-8(b).” (see the 
Fact Sheet Page 44.). 



 
Response:  This section applies to locations within 300 meters of the shoreline. 
 



49. Page 18, Part D.3 - CCH has major concerns with the proposed Regional 
Monitoring Requirement: 
 
1) It appears that the undertaking of the regional monitoring described in the draft 



permit should be performed by the State instead of CCH: 
 



The draft permit states that “the intent of the regional monitoring program is to 
assess whether the entire receiving water body meets the Water Quality 
Standards.” Clean Water Act Section 303(d) requires States to identify water 
bodies where water quality standards are not being met. DOH is required by 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) § 303(d) and § 305(b) to report on the State's 
water quality on a two year cycle. CWA § 305(b) requires states to describe the 
overall status of water quality statewide and the extent to which water quality 
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provides for the protection and propagation of a balanced population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife, and allows recreational activities in and on the water. CWA § 
303(d) requires states to submit a list of waters that do not meet state water 
quality standards, plus a priority ranking of listed waters for Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDL) development based on the severity of pollution and the 
uses of the waters. On September 20, 2013, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water Quality Monitoring and 
Assessment Report, and the 2014 Draft State of Hawaii Water Quality 
Monitoring and Assessment Report is now available for public review. 



 
2) Item h states that CCH shall “identify all organizations, stakeholders, and 



interested parties that will participate in the study. All Major NPDES Permit 
holders discharging into the receiving waters shall be asked to participate in the 
study.” Item i states that CCH shall “Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the 
implementation of the regional monitoring activities with all Major NPDES 
Permit holders that are discharging into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and 
other participating government agencies and private entities.”  CCH cannot 
perform these requirements as it does not have the authority to carry out such 
coordination, and require such participation, at the Federal, State or private 
sectors levels; DOH is the appropriate agency to carry out these tasks. 



 
3) CCH has twice performed regional monitoring under the prior 1998 permit. 



Equitably, DOH should rotate the regional monitoring program to another 
permittee as there are other major dischargers to Mamala Bay and not continue 
to place the time and resource intensive responsibility on CCH alone. 



 
If the regional monitoring requirement remains in this permit, CCH requests the 
following changes: 
 
1) Pages 18-19: Delete sub-items a. through l. CCH will submit a detailed regional 



monitoring plan to DOH and EPA for approval within two (2) years from the 
effective date of this permit. 



 
2) Page 18, Part D.3, 3rd sentence: Revise the sentence to read, “During its 



execution, the regional monitoring program will replace CCH’s shoreline, 
nearshore and offshore water quality monitoring programs as described in parts 
E.1, E2 and E3; and CCH’s nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
program described in part E.4 of the permit. Monitoring data obtained for the 
regional monitoring will not be used to determine compliance with applicable 
State or Federal water quality standards.” 
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3) Page 19, Part D.3.j., after first sentence, add: “The plan must describe the 
monitoring and analytical responsibilities for all major NPDES permit holders 
discharging into the receiving waters and for other participating parties.” 
 



4) Page 19, Part D.3.j., after last sentence, add: “DOH will incorporate the 
approved regional monitoring plan into the permit within 2.75 years from the 
effective date of the permit.” 
 



5) Page 19, item k, last sentence. Revise sentence to read, “Because the actual 
seasonal variation is unknown, the regional monitoring activities and data 
collection will be conducted for at least one (1) year until, using the monitoring 
data, the Permittee has determined the monitoring data has captured the 
seasonal variation of the regional area (or area that the Permittee is 
responsible in the event of no participation from other dischargers) but not 
ending no later than one week prior to the expiration of this permit. If at such 
time, the Permittee shall revert back to the normal shoreline, nearshore and 
offshore water quality monitoring programs as described in parts E.1, E2 and 
E3; and CCH’s nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring program described 
in part E.4 of the permit.” 
 



6) Page 19: Insert a paragraph prior to the last paragraph of that page to state, 
“The Permittee shall perform only the Permittee’s portion of its monitoring and 
analytical responsibilities as described in the detailed plan for Regional 
Monitoring, and shall not be responsible for any other portions or aspects of the 
Regional Monitoring.” This is consistent with the intention on page 18 that 
“Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all 
monitoring partners using a more cost- effective monitoring design and to best 
utilize the pooled scientific resources of the region.” 
 
The additional language requested above is necessary to avoid the situation 
that developed under the 1998 permit which required CCH to participate in the 
regional monitoring of Mamala Bay.  Though a coordinating committee 
consisting of various levels of government and private entities was initially 
formed, the committee disbanded, and subsequently CCH was in the untenable 
situation of having to provide, on its own, the finances and resources necessary 
to comply with the regional monitoring requirements under the 1998 permit. 



 
Response:  The language for regional monitoring requirements have been revised.  
See response to EPA’s second comment on page 1 of this document. 
 



50. Page 19, Parts D.3.j., D.3.k., and D.3.l - Use “effective date of this permit” instead of 
“issuance data of this permit. This language is consistent with the rest of the permit. 
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Response:  This section was revised as requested. 
 
51. Page 20-22, Part E. - Provide language stating the format of the monthly monitoring 



result submittal, either in DMR form, or as attachment of DMR. 
 



Response:  This section was clarified to require that the receiving water monitoring 
results be submitted with DMR as an attachment. 
   



52. Page 20, Part E.1 - Include a new paragraph following the footnote to the second 
table in Part E.1 with the following language: “Inability to conduct shoreline 
monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous conditions which may endanger 
the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not constitute a violation of this permit.” 



 
Response:   The paragraph was added to this section as requested. 



 
53. Page 20, Part E.1, 2nd table - Revise the monitoring frequency for Enterococci from 



7 days per month to 5 days per month at the shoreline stations consistent with the 
recently issued Kailua Regional and Honouliuli NPDES permits. There is no basis 
to require 7 days of monitoring per month under the Sand Island WWTP NPDES 
permit. 
 
Response:  This condition is consistent with the previous permit and cannot be 
reduced due to antibacksliding considerations since there have been discharge and 
receiving water exceedances. 
 



54. Page 20-21 E.2 - Delete all references to stations R1, R2 and R3 the Nearshore 
Water Quality Monitoring program in the permit. See Comment #27 for CCH’s 
reason. 
Specifically, 
1) Remove stations R1, R2 and R3 and corresponding GPS coordinates from the 



1st table 
2) Delete “R stations are recreational waters.” from the footnote to the 1st table. 
3) Delete the “R” from the “Monitoring Stations” column in the 2nd table. 
4) Delete “R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3” from the footnotes to the 2nd 



table. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment 26. 
 



55. Page 21, Part E.2, 2nd table - Revise the monitoring frequency for Enterococci from 
7 days per month to 5 days per month at the nearshore stations in consistent with 
the recently issued Kailua Regional and Honouliuli NPDES permits. There is no 
basis to require 7 days of monitoring per month under the Sand Island WWTP 
NPDES permit. 











Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 



 
Response:  See response to Comment 53. 
 



56. Pages 20-21, 2nd table, Footnote 3 - Remove bottom depth sampling requirement 
for enterococcus. The bottom samples at the nearshore (i.e., at the C stations) and 
offshore stations are below the DOH supported 33 meter depth limit for recreational 
waters. 
 
Response:  HAR, Chapter 11-54 water quality standards has no provisions for 
depth.  The water quality standards must be met through the entire water column. 
 



57. Page 21, Part E.2 - Include a new paragraph following the footnote to the second 
table in Part E.2 with the following language, “Inability to conduct nearshore 
monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous conditions which may endanger 
the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not constitute a violation of this permit.” 
 
Response:  This language was added as requested. 
 



58. Page 21, Part E.2, footnotes #1 and #2 to 2nd Table - Modify footnote #1 to read “A 
continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. 
The parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from within 1 meter below the 
surface to within 2 meter above the bottom at 2 meter intervals.” 
 
Modify footnote #2 to read “At each R and C station, grab samples shall be 
collected at each station at within 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and within 
2 meters above the bottom.” 
 
The reasons for these two changes is that given the wave motion and difficulty in 
securing the boat in place, it is difficult to perform a grab sample or deploy the CTD 
equipment to sample exactly one meter from the water surface and two meters from 
the bottom of the ocean floor.. 



 
Response:  The footnotes were revised as requested. 



 
59. Page 22, Part E.3, 2nd Table - Under the “Monitoring Frequency” column, change 



the monitoring frequency from “1/Month” to “1/Quarter” for “Enterococci,” 
“Transparency” and “Visual Observations” in consistent with the recently issued 
NPDES permits for the Kailua RWWTP and Honouliuli WWTP. 



 
Response:  This condition is consistent with the previous permit and cannot be 
reduced due to antibacksliding considerations since there have been discharge and 
receiving water exceedances. 
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60. Page 22, Part E.3, footnotes #1 and #2 to 2nd Table - Modify footnote #1 to read “A 



continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality parameter. 
Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from within 1 meter below the 
surface and within 2 meter above the bottom at 2 meter intervals.” 



 
Modify footnote #2 to read “Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 
within 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and within 2 meters above the bottom. 
Results for surface, mid-depth, and bottom shall be reported.” 



 
Response:  The footnotes were revised as requested. 



 
61. Page 22, Part E.3 - Include a new paragraph following the footnote to the second 



table in Part E.3 with the following language, “Inability to conduct offshore 
monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous conditions which may endanger 
the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not constitute a violation of this permit.” 



 
Response:  This language was added as requested. 



 
62. Page 23, Part E.4 - Replace station “D3” in table with table “D3A.”  Monitoring 



station D3 is directly located above the outfall where there is no sediment for 
sampling. 
 
Response:  Sample location “D3” has been replaced with “D3A” throughout the 
permit and fact sheet. 
 



63. Page 23, Part E.4, 2nd paragraph - Remove requirement to conduct sampling in 
August or September and to conduct annual sampling. A sampling schedule should 
provide for flexibility so that sampling can be conducted anytime during the 
calendar year. Requirement for monitoring on an annual basis should be removed 
as Page 24 provides that sediment chemistry testing is conducted during years one 
(1) and two (2) of the permit. 



 
Response:  This section has been revised to the following: 
 
“Each station shall be monitored during the same quarter each year sampling is 
required (years one (1) and two (2)) for the parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and 
E.4.b of this permit.” 



 
64. Page 23, Part E.4.a, 1st sentence - Delete the sentence “Sediment shall be 



collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen grab sampler.” City would 
like to have other options (e.g. hire a deep diver contractor) to obtain ocean bottom 
sediment samples when the van Veen grab sampler is not available (e.g., requires 
repair). 
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Response:  This sentence has been revised to the following: 
 
“Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen grab 
sampler or other method yielding similar results.” 
 



65. Page 24, Part E.4.a, Table - Correct errors in the table (e.g., “2-
methylphenanthrene” should be “1-methylphenanthrene” and “C1-Fluoranthene” 
should be “C1-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes”). 
 
“2-methylphenanthrene” should be corrected to “1-methylphenanthrene” in 
accordance with a Record of Telecommunication dated January 5, 2000 from EPA 
to CCH noting the error (see attachment A.2). Furthermore, “1-methlyphenanthrene” 
and not “2-methylphenanthrene” is listed under NOAA’s National Status and Trends 
Program for Marine Environment Quality (see Attachment A.3), a document that is 
referenced in the current draft permit (i.e., Part E.8). C-1- Fluoranthene should be 
corrected to C1-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes which is also listed under the NOAA’s 
National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environment Quality document. 
  
Response:  The revisions were made as requested. 
 



66. Page 24, Part E.5 - Revise the requirement to conduct chemical analyses of fish 
tissue from fish caught at three offshore stations to conduct such analysis at two 
offshore stations, the outfall and one control station, either FR3 or FR4. 
 
CCH’s intent of designating two (2) control stations in its permit application is to 
allow flexibility to monitor one station when the other station is not available. 
 
Response:  The requirement remains as written to be consistent with other permits. 
 



67. Page 26, Part E.4.b - Replace the last sentence to the first paragraph with the 
following text, “Sample handling and preservation procedures should follow those 
outlined in “Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis of Sediment and Water 
Samples” (EPA/CE-81-1), or as revised.” 
 
The method described in the first paragraph is deficient in that it provides a 
preservation method that is only applicable to the polychaetes group. The benthic 
infauna includes analysis of other taxon communities (e.g., micro mollusk and 
crustaceans) that have different preservation methods. The issue is best addressed 
by referencing the procedural document indicated above. 
 
Response:  This section has been revised to include a reference to the specified 
document. 
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68. Page 26, Part E.4.b - Revise the 2nd paragraph in Part E.4.b. as follows: 1) 



Remove the biomass requirement by deleting the words “and biomass” from the 
second sentence and 2) deleting the third sentence. 
 
The EPA guidance document entitled “Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs” (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) is listed in the NPDES permit as a 
reference document for protocol and methods for sample collection and analysis. 
Pages 8 and 9 (see Attachment A.4) of the document state that “the inclusion of 
biomass as a required variable in the 301(h) monitoring program is not 
recommended for benthos…because of problems inherent in the collection of 
biomass data.” At the bottom of Page 9, the document states that “Given the 
foregoing limitations, biomass is not recommended as a primary variable for 
301(h) monitoring programs.” 
 
Page 9 identifies several problems associated with the biomass analysis. For 
example, that some taxa lose weight when immersed in preservation fluids while 
others gains weight and that because of the volatility of the alcohol solution in which 
the specimens are stored, small variations in drying time (to rid specimens of 
surface fluids) may increase the errors associated with the weight measurements. 
 
Finally, in a letter to CCH, dated May 9, 2000, EPA indicated that the biomass is 
removed from the current 1998 Sand Island NPDES Permit (see Attachment A.5). 
EPA’s reasons were that the biomass measurements in the waters are not 
meaningful because micromollusks are the predominantly collected taxa, and the 
previous permit did not contain a biomass measurement requirement. 



 
Response:  This paragraph was revised as requested. 



 
69. Page 26, Part E.5 - Revise requirement to conduct chemical analysis of fish tissue 



at three offshore stations to two offshore stations, the outfall station and one of the 
two control stations, i.e., FR3 or FR4. Remove the requirement to restrict sampling 
to August or September and allow sampling to be conducted at anytime during the 
calendar year to allow flexibility in scheduling. 



 
Response:  The requirement for the three offshore stations remains as written to 
be consistent with other permits.  The requirement to restrict sampling to August 
and September was revised to the following: 
 
“Each station shall be sampled by hook-and-line or by setting baited lines or traps 
during the same calendar quarter each year as the nearshore and offshore 
sediment monitoring.” 
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70. Page 27, Part E.5, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence - Add “Menpachi” to the list of 



examples of fish that are sedentary and representative of fish caught by 
recreational and commercial fishermen near the outfall. 



 
Response:  Menpachi was added as requested. 



 
71. Page 29, Part E.6.a - Delete the requirement to conduct an Assimilative Capacity 



and Zone of Mixing Study to identify the minimum and average dilution at the edge 
of the ZOM and to verify that assimilative capacity exists based on receiving water 
data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM. The dilution study is unnecessary as 
CCH has already updated dilution modeling after numerous discussions with PG 
Environmental, DOH’s permit writer, and submitted an updated Outfall Dilution 
Analysis in October 2013 that provided these dilution values at the edge of the ZOM 
See Comment #5). 
 
An assimilative capacity study is also unnecessary as sufficient receiving water 
data for ammonia nitrogen existed to conduct an RPA analysis, the Fact Sheet 
acknowledges this data and concludes that assimilative capacity is available for 
ammonia nitrogen based on the receiving water data. Also, the geographical scope 
of the study is overbroad as it extends to “beyond the ZOM” and any study should 
determine the technical basis for defining assimilative capacity. 



 
Response:  All pertinent information for the reissuance of the permit should have 
been submitted with the permit application.  The DOH did not consider the October  
2013 dilution modeling at this time in order to for the processing of this permit to 
progress in a timely manner.  If applicable, the City may submit the dilution analysis 
for compliance with the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study and if appropriate, the City 
may request a modification to this permit.  It is in the City’s best interest to conduct 
a broader assimilative capacity study.  If it is found by DOH that no assimilative 
capacity exists for a parameter in the receiving water near the outfall then dilution 
will not be granted for that parameter in future permits. 



 
72. Page 29, Parts E.6.a.i.,E.6.a.ii., and E.6.a.iii, 1st sentences - Revise the schedules 



for the Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Study, should those requirements 
remain in the permit to allow time to consider the appropriateness of incorporating 
the results of any regional monitoring as follows: 
 
1) Submit ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH within 2 years of the 



effective date of this permit. 
2) Implement the Work Plan within 2.75 years of the effective date of this permit. 
3) Provide an update to DOH of the status of the analysis and provide any 



available preliminary data and results within 3.5 years of the effective date of 
this permit. 
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4) Submit the final report to DOH within 4.5 years of the effective date of this 
permit. 



 
Response:  The requirements shall remain as written, however, interim dates may 
be revised when the permit is reopened due to regional monitoring requirements.  
The final report due date must remain the same to facilitate the next permit renewal. 



 
73. Page 30, Part E.7.b - Add to the end of the paragraph, the following text, “This 



ocean bottom information shall be recorded at least once per calendar year at the 
permit designated stations.” 



 
Response:  This language was added as requested. 



 
74. Page 33, Part G.1. - Use “effective date of this permit” instead of “issuance date of 



this permit. This language is consistent with the rest of the permit. 
 
Response:  This sentence was revised as requested. 



 
75. Page 46, Part I.1 “Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs” appears to 



be a more appropriate title to Part I.1 than in the “Schedule of Submission” section. 
 
Response:  This title shall remain as written to be consistent with other permits. 



 
76. Page 49, Part I, Item 2.f(1). - In the table, change the submission deadline for the 



Pretreatment Annual Report from February 28th of each year to March 31 of each 
year to be consistent with the recently issued NPDES permits for the Kailua and 
Honouliuli WWTPs. 



 
Response:   The deadline was changed as requested. 



 
77. Page 46, Part I.1.a(2) - Delete the word “approved” in the 1st paragraph. 



 
The permit language in this section does not require the approval of the Effluent 
and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs. 



 
Response:  This sentence was revised as requested. 



 
78. Page 49, Part I.2.f.(1) - Delete the redundant reporting requirement for DMR 



submittals by revising the first sentence immediately following the Table in Part 
I.2.f.(1) specifying the schedule of submission of reports as follows, “Signed copies 
of monitoring and all other reports required by this permit except those in Part I.2.e 
of this permit, shall be submitted to the Director through the CWB Compliance 
Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs.” 
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Part I.2.e of the permit requires the submittal of DMRs using NetDMR while Part 
I.2.f.(1) requires the submittal of monitoring results as well as all other permit 
required reports through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form through the e-
Permitting Portal website. 
 
Monitoring results, such as DMRs, should be submitted electronically using only 
one website, the NetDMR website. CCH believes that DOH did not intend to require 
duplicate electronic submittals of the DMRs as evidenced by the language in the 
DOH issued Kailua Regional WWTP NPDES permit, (issuance date of February 14, 
2014). 



 
Response:   The reference to Part I.2.f.(2) was changed to Part I.2.e.  The 
language in Part I.2.e says that “[o]nce a Permittee begins submitting DMRs using 
NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard copies of DMRs to the Director, 
unless otherwise requested by the Director.  This means that once monitoring 
results are submitted through NetDMR, they no longer need to be submitted 
through e-Permitting. 



 
79. Page 49, Part I.2.f.(1) - Delete the requirement for submittal of a semi-annual SIU 



Compliance Status Report. 
  
Change the due date for the Pretreatment Annual Report (PAAR) to March 31 of 
each year. 
 
The submittal requirement for an SIU Semi-Annual Compliance Status Report in the 
Table of Reports in Part I.2.f.(1) is not consistent with the requirement of the body 
of the permit which requires that SIU compliance status be included in the annual 
report of pretreatment activities. CCH recommends that the compliance status of 
SIUs be included in the Annual Pretreatment Report as set forth in Part G.6.d. page 
36. 



 
Requirement to submit PAAR on Feb 28 of each year should be revised to March 
31 to be consistent with other permits. CCH has been historically submitting a 
single PAAR covering all plants. Additionally, CCH has also received concurrence 
from DOH (Mike Tsuji) continuing this reporting practice since the CCH’s 
pretreatment program is implemented island wide. 



 
Response:   The due date was changed as requested. 



 
80. Page 50, Part I, Item 2.f(2) - Insert a row below the “Shoreline” row for “Nearshore 



Water Quality Monitoring” with applicable requirements for the “Reporting Period” 
and “Report Due Date” columns. 
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Response:  The table was revised as requested. 



 
81. Page 50, Part I.2.f(2) - Change the submittal due date for the shoreline water 



quality report data from the 15th day of the following month to 28th day of the 
following month to be consistent with DMR submittal due date. 



 
Response:  The item was revised as requested. 



 
82. Page 51, Part I, Item 3.c.(3) - Add email to DOH, CWB as an acceptable means to 



submit a written non-compliance report. 
 



Response:  Email is not an acceptable reporting method for written non-
compliance reports.  Reports must be properly certified as required in Part I.2.a. 



 
83. Page 52, Part I, Item 5. - Delete the Requirement to Report Planned Changes.  CFR 



122.41 specifies certain standard or boiler plate conditions that must be incorporated 
into all NPDES permits either expressly or by reference. For conditions applicable to 
State programs see CFR 123.25. CFR 122.41(l)(1) conditions for reporting planned 
changes are not appropriately incorporated into the permit. 



 
Hawaii has developed an attachment for NPDES permit that includes the relevant 
federal standard conditions so there is no need to incorporate language 
expressly into the permits. 



 
The proposed permit language goes beyond the Reporting requirements for 
Planned Changes specified in 122.41(l)(1) which states that notice is required 
only when: 
• (i) the alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet the criteria for 



determining whether the facility is a new source under 122.29(b); 
(ii) the alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the 
quantity of pollutants discharged; or 



• (iii) the alteration or addition results in a significant change in the Permittee's 
sludge use or disposal practices. 



 
There is no basis for the Director to be informed of any other planned physical 
alternations or additions. 



 
Response:  This requirement shall remain to be consistent with other permits. 



 
84. Appendix 1 - Correct Appendix 1 by adding Methylene Chloride to the list under the 



Volatiles Organics group. Replace “hloroform” as a listed “Discharge Parameter” 
with “Chloroform.” 
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Methylene Chloride is not listed in the table in Appendix 1 of the permit. If the 
“Remaining Pollutants” under the table in Part A.1 are those Priority Pollutants 
listed in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 423, then Appendix 1 in the permit should be 
corrected as indicated above. “hloroform” is a typographical error. 
 
Response:  Appendix 1 was revised as requested. 
 



85. Include language that the latest applicable regulations, approved methodologies, 
etc. will supersede any outdated regulations, approved methodologies, etc. that are 
specified in this permit. 



 
Response:  The language in this section remains as written.  Permit requirements 
must be based on regulations that are in effect to ensure that the general public has 
an opportunity to comment on permit conditions. 



 
 
Comments Received From Mr. James S.  Kumagai 
 
I am responding as a concerned citizen and taxpayer to your notice of August 20, 2014 
on the matter of the draft NPDES Permit for the Sand Island Wastewater Treatment 
Plant.  I am neither affiliated with the permittee in any way or form nor with any of the 
enforcing agencies.  I am concerned with the outcome of the permit decisions as a 
private citizen who cares about the quality of our environment and one who must pay for, 
and bear the consequences of, any action or inaction on this matter. 
 
I am familiar with the environment issues and their history to the extent of my 
experience:  (1) as a registered professional engineer in the State of Hawaii (PE-2977C) 
practicing in environmental engineering, (2) my academic background (BS 1962 
University of Hawaii, MS 1965 Washington University St. Louis, PhD 1969 University of 
California Berkeley), (3) my specific work experience relevant to the present issues:  (a) 
as the lead engineer for Sunn Low Tom and Hara Inc. as part of the team that 
developed the Water Quality Program for Oahu, 1969–1972, (b) as a NAUI certified 
(1971) SCUBA diver who actually observed first hand, the real world underwater end-of-
pipe conditions at all of the ocean outfall disposal sites existing at that time, (c) as 
Deputy Director of Environmental Health at the DOH, 1975 to 1980, (4) as 
representative of the Hawaii Water Pollution Control Association appearing before the 
US Senate Subcommittee on Environmental Pollution (Senator Muskie, Chairman) of 
the Committee on Public Works, Ninety-Third Congress, March 18, 1974, to present 
testimony and support for amending the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972 which later passed into law as Section 301H to the CWA, and 
finally as a practicing environmental engineer for more than 45 years. 
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There are several effluent limits proposed that are especially objectionable for the 
following reasons.  No common sense.  They ignore science, real world experience, and 
public interest.  The result will serve no useful purpose; worse yet, they will be 
detrimental instead to the environment and to the citizens who must pay for nothing. 
 
It is recognized that the draft permit is an instrument of regulatory action and must be 
done under statutory authority.  However, it should be acknowledged that this authority 
is obligated first and foremost to serve the public interest.  Regulations are a means to 
an end, and that end is environmental quality control holistically involving the land, air, 
water, and people.  It is in this spirit that comments and recommendations are offered 
for consideration. 
 
The objectionable effluent limits are the following: 
 



A. Nutrients: ammonia. 
B. Chlordane, Dieldrin, DDT. 
C. Enterococci 



 
AMMONIA LIMIT:  THERE IS NO FREE LUNCH. 
 
Nutrient (ammonia) limit proposed in the draft permit will do nothing to enhance water 
quality in Mamala Bay.  Instead, it will do more harm than good. 
 
Ammonia is not a real environmental problem in the deep ocean discharge in Mamala 
Bay, but it can be made to become a problem artificially, or bureaucratically, as it 
appears to be the case here.  For one thing, there is no real-world impairment of 
beneficial uses of the local, open coastal waters from ammonia or any of the nutrients.  
There is no scientific basis for imposing effluent limits for ammonia nitrogen here in the 
deep ocean in the open coast. 
 
Instead, it is a self-inflicted environmental problem as an artifact of the regulatory 
system.  Imposing the effluent limits will only incur an added expense to solve this non-
issue.  Imposing more technology, means more fossil-fuel derived energy consumption, 
more green-house gas emission, and hence climate change and global warming.  The 
net effect is zero benefit and negative impact on our environmental all at the taxpayers’ 
expense. 
 
Fundamentally, nitrogen and other nutrients are essential for primary productivity in the 
coastal waters.  For embayments as in Kaneohe Bay and Pearl Harbor, the problem 
was eutrophication. Kaneohe, for example, had an added problem of and coral toxicity.  
In the open coast regime, the ecosystem functions efficiently within the available limits 
of space, time, and energy.  Primary productivity involves photosynthesis where sunlight 
is amply available for energy to drive the process.  In a situation of limited sunlight in the 
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deep ocean system at Sand Island there is no photosynthesis, hence no eutrophication.  
Otherwise, photosynthesis utilizes carbon dioxide for synthesis and gives off free 
oxygen.  Carbon dioxide now is receiving considerable attention nationally and 
internationally as a greenhouse gas leading to adverse climate change.  Carbon dioxide 
uptake by primary producers is highly desirable for this purpose.  Granted, the extent of 
primary productivity from nutrients from the discharges on Oahu may be relatively small 
in the global context, but in principle, it gives a net positive environmental outcome.  
Every little bit counts.  In principle, if we all did a little; we can do a lot.  Nutrients in our 
open coastal waters in general will be good by promoting primary production with 
attendant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions consistent with national and 
international policy.  It is unlikely that problems of eutrophication would ever occur in the 
open coast regime for Oahu as it could in an embayment.  The land mass is not big 
enough. 
 
On the contrary, imposing effluent limits for ammonia nitrogen, or for nutrients in general, 
will diminish the positive environmental effects of primary productivity on green house 
gas emissions.  Worse yet, we will be actually building a greenhouse gas manufacturing 
plant in the process of applying unnecessary technology for treatment.  There is no free 
lunch in ecology. 
 
By comparison, it will cost us nothing to remove the ammonia effluent limit from further 
consideration. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Remove the proposed ammonia effluent limits (and for that matter, all other 
nutrient limits). 



2. Nature knows best to deal with issue. 
3. Apply technology for effluent limits only as a net environmental gain, considering 



green house gas emissions and global warming in the process equation. 
 



Response:  DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria. Further, as 
previously discussed in this response to comments, the effluent limitation for ammonia 
nitrogen is based on estimated current treatment performance, and costly facility 
upgrades are not expected to be necessary for the Permittee to comply. Applicable 
effluent limitations for ammonia nitrogen and nitrate + nitrite have been included in the 
proposed permit based on the requirements and HAR 11-54 and 11-55. 



 
CHLORDANE, DIELDRIN, and DDT 
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Chlordane, dieldrin and DDT are banned from use.  Their residues in the environment 
come from past usage and they will most likely persist in the environment for centuries 
to come. 
 
Like the rest of the persistent synthetic organic chemicals, they will eventually permeate 
the earth’s ecosphere following the second law of thermodynamics (entropy).  DDT is 
an example that has been documented on a global basis.  Chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT 
has been documented in our waterways and estuaries, and even in our drinking water 
supply.  The pathways and transport kinetics are often unclear but the end result is 
certain.  They are already present in our estuaries and streams where the fish and 
aquatic nurseries are.  That is more of a public health threat and environmental concern 
than the effluent discharges under present consideration.  Sadly, hardly any regulatory 
attention is being given to it.  WQPO Work Area 3 report (1971) raised the red-flag 
decades ago by documenting their existence in the Pearl Harbor estuary from tributary 
streams. 
 
It is likely that groundwater infiltration into the sewer is a source of chlordane, dieldrin 
and DDT concentrations.  As such, they represent but a leakage from a larger pool of 
the chlorinated hydrocarbons that is the major contributor of contaminants into our 
coastal environment.  They will naturally permeate the nearshore coastal waters and 
eventually the offshore waters.  Ultimately, chlordane, dieldrin and DDT will reach 
equilibrium in concentration uniformly over space according to the second law of 
thermodynamics.  It may degrade in time in the distant future well beyond the half life of 
the compounds. 
 
Given the observed mass emissions rates of chlordane, dieldrin and DDT in sewage, 
that leakage is small and insignificant by comparison to the pool based on their mass 
applied on land over the years.  Placing effluent limits on them would only incur cost in 
an attempting to remove a drop-in-the-bucket and transferring it somewhere else in the 
environment where it might do still more harm.  It must go somewhere.  Effluent limits 
are bust a short-sighted, head-in-the-sand approach that will solve nothing in the end 
but add a cost burden on the taxpayers. 
 
It is more important to assure through monitoring that no new sources of contamination 
are contributing and that there are no “hotspots” in the environment that require local 
remedial action to safeguard public health. 
 
Then rely on evidence-based analysis from measurements of these contaminants in the 
environment and in the food chain to determine what actions would be relevant and 
where to intercede in the ecosystem for remedy.  Relying on technology at this point as 
effluent limits serves no useful purpose and is likely to be a waste of time and tax 
dollars. 
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Recommendation: 



1. Remove the effluent limits for chlordane, dieldrin and DDT but leave the 
monitoring and reporting requirements in place. 



2. Analyze and evaluate the issue through evidence and science to determine the 
truth of this matter and direct attention for remediation holistically. 



3. Apply technology for effluent limits only as a net environmental gain, considering 
green house gas emissions and global warming in the process equation. 



 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards within 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  HAR 11-54, 
11-55, the STCP, or applicable federal regulations do not provide an exception for 
legacy pollutants within the Permittee’s effluent. 
 
ENTEROCOCCUS. 
 
It is apparently the preferred indicator bacteria for the presumed presence of pathogens 
from fecal contamination in water quality management and regulation for public health 
protection.  Enterococcus is the presumptive evidence for the presence of pathogens.  It 
is not deterministic but operational.  It has been used routinely over decades in many 
places in this country and around the world to help answer the question:  is the water 
safe for swimming.”  Sometimes it worked.  Other times, it did not. 
 
 It is proposed as a limit in this permit.  Will it work?  Depends.  Why am I saying this?  
Three reasons. 
 
First, our experience.  Water quality program for Oahu (WQPO 1972) recommended 
taking the all the nearshore and inland point discharges and move them away 
completely from the nearshore ecosystems and recreational beaches and put them in 
the deep ocean regime where it will do the least harm to the environment and public 
health.  Everything has to go somewhere.  Nature knows best where and how.  By 
some decree, that has become a problem. 
 
Second, EPA recommended new recreational water quality criteria to better protect 
public health.  
(http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/healthrecreation/index.cfm).  
Now science, or truth, matters.  The 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria brought 
forth the latest research and science showing the link between illness and fecal 
contamination.  It is a science-based criteria document spelling out the way to 
systematically and objectively develop a program that is scientifically defensible.  The 
criteria include the parameters of geometric means and statistical threshold values 
altogether and fundamentally focusing on the parameters of magnitude, duration, and 
frequency.  The criteria are based on the epidemiological studies of the past and the 





http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/healthrecreation/index.cfm
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data and information from the National Epidemiological and Environmental Assessment 
of Recreational Water (NEEAR).  Now it makes more sense than regulatory edicts. 
 
The new EPA criteria are relevant and scientifically defensible.  The proposed condition 
for enterococcus here is not. 
 
Third, use common sense.  The proposed permit limit for enterococcus is a regulatory 
expediency.  It will cost money to comply for UV disinfection.  Energy consumption will 
increase green house gas emissions and global warming.  It will solve nothing to protect 
public health that is not already inherent in the de facto action of WQPO.  It makes more 
sense to reevaluate the situation with the new criteria and amend the existing WQS 
than to spend money to comply with the proposed permit limit and create a global 
warming issue while solving nothing in real public health protection.  Technology has a 
place only for achieving a net environmental gain. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Eliminate the limit for enterococcus. 
2. Reevaluate the issue with the new 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria. 
3. Take appropriate action for public health protection, holistically. 
4. Apply technology only if it leads to a net positive environmental gain, considering 



green house gas emissions and global warming. 
 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  The 
Permittee is not obligated to use UV as a method of disinfection.  This permit and the 
facility’s previous 301(h) waiver allows for the Permittee to select the technology. 



 
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?  BACK TO THE FUTURE 
 
The federal initiative is to upgrade standards and press for ever more stringency in 
permit conditions.  The intention is well meant, but it appears to be creating an ever 
more complex system to regulate and administer.  The danger is getting mired in 
attempts to sort out the complexities of the means while ignoring the ends. 
 
Historically, after the passage of NEPA in 1969, the environmental laws for air, water, 
drinking water, hazardous materials, toxic substances, etc. were passed in rapid 
succession piecemeal by Congress at different times, by different committees, following 
different environmental criteria, while all professing to be for the good of public health 
and the environment.  The result is a fragmented set of environmental programs, 
although each being well intentioned. 
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Imposing the effluent limits is a case in point.  It appears short sighted and operating in 
a silo.  At the very outset of the environmental ground-swell in the 1960s, many argued 
for a holistic approach.  Barry Commoner’s laws of ecology is a classic result.  The 
creation of a single federal agency to bring all the programs under one roof was once 
thought to be a way to overcome the effects of fragmentation in the environmental 
programs.  The idea of the unity of nature was also brought out in the announcement of 
the then President Nixon when the US EPA was formed in 1970.  The President 
said…”Despite its complexity, for pollution control purposes the environment must be 
perceived as a single related system.”  He went on to announce, “A far more effective 
approach to pollution control would identify pollutants; trace them through the entire 
ecological chain, observing and recording changes in form as they occur; determine 
interactions among forms of pollution; (and) identify where on the ecological chain 
interdiction would be most appropriate.”  (Ruckelshaus, 1985) 
 
Instead, things got even more complex as time went on.  We now have a mixed bag of 
issues involving science and the law.  It appears we have lost sight of our real 
environmental goals and objectives.  The idea of coordination through a single agency 
at the federal level has not been happening.  Instead, Ruckelshaus (1985), the first 
Administrator of the newly formed US EPA under President Nixon, in hindsight, 
recommended taking Rene Dubos’ suggestion to heart in resolving the environmental 
complexity by: 
 
 “Thinking globally, acting locally.” 
 
Case in point:  Nutrient limits.  We cannot apply Continental USA solutions to 
environmental problems to Hawaii.  We must act locally to deal with our own issues.  
Another case in point: secondary treatment for our deep ocean outfall discharges.  The 
corollary is to say one-size-fits-all approach does not work for the environmental issues 
remaining for our future.  Maybe at one time it did, but not anymore.  Centralized 
administration of programs obviously does not, and cannot, respond to the reality of this 
world of diverse ecosystems and cultures.  The only way to deal with the real world is to 
think globally but acting locally.  The goals and objectives of the federal and state 
legislation for environmental quality are not compromised at all by doing so.  It is time 
that we go back to advocacy of the early initiators of the country’s environmental 
movement.  That is, going back to the future. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Do it. 
2. Keep it simple and relevant. 
3. Think globally, act locally. 
4. Revise the effluent limits and regulatory procedures to serve our own local needs 



for our own island ecosystem and culture. 
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Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria. Further 
response to the commenter’s opinion on environment solutions and current regulations 
are outside the scope of this response to comments. 
 
 
Comments received from Mr. Roy K. Abe, P.E. 
 
My name is Roy Abe and I am a licensed civil engineer in Hawaii with approximately 33 
years of consulting experience in the wastewater treatment and water quality field.  I 
would like to take this opportunity to comment on the draft Sand Island Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (SIWWTP) NPDES permit as a concerned private citizen and taxpayer. 
 
I am employed by the Honolulu office of HDR Engineering, Inc.  My educational 
background includes a B.S. degree in civil engineering from the University of Hawaii, 
and a M.S. degree in civil and environmental engineering from the University of 
California at Berkeley.  My area of expertise is sanitary engineering, and I have had to 
the opportunity to work on the planning and design of many wastewater treatment 
plants.  I have provided engineering services for City and County of Honolulu (CCH), 
including an initial review of the pre-draft permit for the SIWWTP and evaluation of UV 
and other process units at the plant.  I am not presently involved in review of the current 
draft permit for CCH.  The comments provided herein are my own. 
 
While I am somewhat familiar with the SIWWTP and the outfall to which it discharges, 
my intent is not to comment on the detailed calculations used to derive the proposed 
effluent limits.  My comments are primarily intended to provide some insight on some of 
the scientific and “common sense” factors that should be considered.  Hopefully this will 
provide justification for relaxing or eliminating some of the proposed limits that would 
otherwise cause considerable financial hardship and adverse environmental impacts 
with no significant water quality or health benefits. 
 
My comments are as follows: 
 
1. Chlordane and Dieldrin (Page 3, Par. A.1) – The proposed effluent limits of 0.05 µg/L 



(annual average) and 0.38 µg/L (maximum daily) for Chlordane and 0.0074 µg/L 
(annual average) and 0.18 µg/L (maximum daily) for Dieldrin should be eliminated.  
The use of Chlordane and Dieldrin are leagacy pesticides that were widely used to 
treat for ground termites.  The use of Chlordane and Dieldrin has been banned in the 
U.S. by EPA for more than 25 years.  Chlordane and Dieldrin are carcinogens and 
the lower limits in the Water Quality Standards (WQS) are based on possible 
carcinogenic effects from human consumption of fish containing the pesticide due to 
bioaccumulation in the food chain. 
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The Chlordane and Dieldrin found in the effluent are likely due to the pesticide 
leaching into the sewer system via groundwater infiltration.  Past sampling of urban 
streams has shown highest levels of contamination when all the stream flow was 
from groundwater discharge.  Chlordane and Dieldrin contaminated groundwater 
infiltrating via sewer pipe defects are likely to be the primary sources of these 
chemicals.  Since the chemicals are relatively insoluble and bind readily to soil 
particles, contaminated soil infiltrating through defects in service lateral lines located 
in pesticide treated soil may be an added source of Chlordane and Dieldrin during 
heavy rainfall.  Cast iron and clay pipe lateral sewers servicing older homes in areas 
which experience high rainfall, corrosive soils, root intrusion, and ground settlement 
often exhibit holes, separated joints, and other structural defects. 



 
Removal of Chlordane and Dieldrin through conventional treatment processes is 
difficult and likely to be ineffective.  Specialized treatment processes would be very 
costly and are likely to have no direct public health benefits.  The pesticides 
removed from the treatment of wastewater could potentially be transferred to the 
biosolids that are processed into fertilizer and soil amendment products. 
 
Rehabilitation of sewer lines to reduce infiltration and minimize entry of Chlordane 
and Dieldrin to the sewer system would be a more logical corrective action than 
implementing treatment to remove the pesticide from the wastewater.  A substantial 
portion of the contaminated infiltration can potentially be removed from the collection 
system.  This would likely be a challenging task, however, since much of the 
pesticides may be from inflow and infiltration occurring within private property 
through defective house laterals. 



 
There is no evidence that Chlordane and Dieldrin bioaccumulates in the marine life 
at or near the outfall.  It is highly unlikely that substantial bioaccumulation is 
occurring in the marine life at the outfall due to strong and varying currents that 
dilute and transport the trace amounts of the chemicals.  Unlike river discharges, 
which consistently flow in the same general direction, currents in the open ocean 
constantly change directions in a largely unconfined environment.  If 
bioaccumulation did occur in certain fishes congregating near the outfall, it is unlikely 
that sufficient amounts of these fishes would be caught and consumed to have a 
noticeable carcinogenic effect.  Based on the depth and distance of the outfall from 
shoreline, a significant amount of fish affected by the outfall would be not caught for 
human consumption.  My understanding is that there is no conslusive evidence of 
bioaccumulation of pesticides from the SIWWTP discharge based on examination of 
fishes near the outfall by the CCH’s monitoring program. 
 
In the unlikely event that affected fishes were proven to be a health concern, a more 
cost effective mitigative measure would be to simply discourage fishing near the 
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outfall.  Simply delineating the limits of the ZOM with buoys to indicate the location of 
the outfall would likely discourage fishing in the area.  Knowledge of the outfall 
location would probably be appreciated by the public. 



 
Since Chlordane and Dieldrin may be present in groundwater that discharges to 
streams and nearshore waters, bioaccumulation in fishes caught in nearshore 
waters with limited circulation, such as bays and coastal Hawaiian fishponds, would 
appear to pose a greater health concern.  In past studies 
(see http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/pdf/sand-island/SI-appl-appxD-
chlordane-dieldrin.pdf) for the Sand Island WWTP basin, the chemicals were found 
in urban streams at higher levels than the wastewater collection system.  The 
highest level of Dieldrin measured in streams was about twice the highest level 
found in the wastewater collection system.  The studies also indicated that the 
maximum level of Chlordane found in stream sediments was 600 times the 
maximum level found in ocean sediments.  The researchers suspected that the 
Chlordane found in the sediments within the Sand Island zone of missing may have 
been caused by Chlordane bound to grit and sludge discharged through the outfall 
between 1976 and 1979 prior to completion of the Sand Island solids handling 
facilities. 
 
It might be argued that the dispersal of trace amounts of Chlordane and Dieldrin far 
offshore via sewer infiltration and the outfall could potentially be a benefit by 
reducing discharge of the carcinogens through stream and groundwater discharges 
to nearshore waters where bioaccumulation is much more likely to occur. 
 
Similar arguments presented above for Chlordane and Dieldrin would be expected to 
be applicable to DDT. 



 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria. 
HAR 11-54, 11-55, the STCP, or applicable federal regulations do not provide an 
exception for legacy pollutants within the Permittee’s effluent. 



 
2. Enterococci (Page 3, Par. A.1; Page 5, Par. A.6) – The proposed effluent 



enterococci limits of 3,605 CFU/100 mL (average monthly) and 18,000 CFU/100 mL 
(maximum daily) should be eliminated, or at least reassessed based on a more 
detailed analysis of the receiving water monitoring data.  The proposed interim 
effluent enterococci limits of 16,431 CFU/100mL (monthly geometric mean) should 
be similarly eliminated or reassessed.  A detailed reassessment of the data, 
particularly monitoring data for the receiving water, may show that lower levels of 
disinfection, or possibly elimination of disinfection, may be justified. 



 





http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/pdf/sand-island/SI-appl-appxD-chlordane-dieldrin.pdf


http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/pdf/sand-island/SI-appl-appxD-chlordane-dieldrin.pdf
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The proposed enterococci limits, which will likely require costly replacement or 
upgrade of the ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system, should be supported by 
presenting data showing that water quality violations are occurring and that the 
violations can be attributed to the discharge.  Monitoring data presented in the Fact 
Sheet beginning on page 41 indicate that the geometric mean values for the 
monitoring stations are well below the 35 CFU/100 mL limit of the WQS, and that the 
values for the offshore stations near the outfall are lower than the shoreline stations. 



 
Expenditure of funds for new or upgraded effluent disinfection facilities would 
provide little measurable benefit and waste funds that could be used for more 
effective public health protection actions such as non-point source pollution control.  
Requiring CCH to meet the stringent monthly geometric mean limit of 16,431 
CFU/100 mL by June 30, 2024 would result in a significant waste of pollution control 
funds.  Upgraded secondary treatment facilities are required by 2035, at which time 
a lower cost, more efficient and less power intensive UV system could be installed. 
 
It should be noted that both enterococci concentrations and outfall dilution factors 
can vary considerably.  The assumption that the maximum enterococci 
concentration and minimum dilution occurs at the same time is overly conservative.  
Furthermore, there may be enterococci die-off occurring during transmission of the 
flow from the SIWWTP to the zone just outside the outfall diffuser ports.  Exposure 
of the enterococci in the effluent to rapid changes in osmotic pressure from 
differences in salinity of the SIWWTP effluent and saline seawater would tend to 
promote additional enterococci die-off.  It would appear that additional monitoring 
and statistical analysis of the data to support the proposed enterococci limits is 
justified. 



 
The need for effluent disinfection and the basis of the 18,000 CFU/100 mL maximum 
daily limit should be reevaluated.  Most water quality professionals in Hawaii clearly 
recall and understood that CCH agreed to install disinfection facilities at the 
SIWWTP to gain the support of EPA and environmental groups for the renewal of 
the 301(h) waiver and avoid costly secondary treatment.  The need for disinfection 
and the enterococci limit, as well as the cost, power consumption and technical 
challenges of disinfecting the primary effluent with UV disinfection, were 
unfortunately not fully vetted or known at the time.  Local marine and water quality 
experts had pointed out significant deficiencies and discrepancies in the Mamala 
Bay Study conducted in the 1990’s, which served as the primary justification for the 
SIWWTP disinfection facilities. 
 
At the time that CCH originally made the decision to install the UV system, global 
warming and the adverse impacts of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas 
emissions were not significant issues.  Based on the exorbitant power consumption 
of Sand Island’s UV system, reassessment of the need for and level of UV 
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disinfection should be supported rather than opposed by EPA and environmental 
groups.  It would not be logical to fund costly for disinfection facilities that may have 
limited public health benefits and would clearly contribute to global warming. 
 
The SIWWTP UV disinfection system is a heavy financial burden as both capital and 
annual operating costs are significant.  Funds could clearly be used for more 
effective environmental and public health protection and enhancement projects. 



 
Response:   DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards 
within NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  
The discharge consists of treated sewage which may contain pathogens at elevated 
concentrations if not properly disinfected, sufficient to impact human health or the 
beneficial uses of the receiving water.  Consistent with 3.3 of EPA’s TSD, the 
regulatory authority should consider additional information discussed under Section 
3.2 (i.e., type of industry, type of POTW, type of receiving water and designated 
uses, etc.) when evaluating reasonable potential. Reasonable potential can be 
determined without effluent or receiving water exceedances of applicable water 
quality criteria.  Because the facility is a POTW, and pathogens are characteristic of 
treated municipal wastewater, and the beneficial uses of the receiving water include 
recreation where human contact may occur, reasonable potential for enterococcus 
has been determined. To ensure the protection of human health, this permit 
establishes effluent limitations for enterococcus. 



 
HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed in Part E.3.a of the 
Fact Sheet, the proposed permit establishes receiving water limitations for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore based on State 
regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 
131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards for bacteria in marine waters beyond 
300 meters from shore, based on CWA Section 304(a).  40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) 
states that where a State has not established a water quality criterion for a specific 
pollutant with reasonable potential, the permitting authority must establish effluent 
limitations on a case-by-case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria published 
under Section 304(a) of the CWA.  Since Outfall Serial No. 001 is beyond 300 
meters (1,000 feet) off shore, there is no applicable State water quality objective for 
the discharge, and EPAs criteria for enterococcus specified in 40 CFR 131.41 is 
applicable. 



 
As described in the fact sheet, the use of a minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was 
used to calculate the proposed effluent limitations for enterococcus. Although human 
contact with the receiving water may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of 
mixing may occur, thus for the protection of human health due to the potential for 
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acute illness from pathogens the initial dilution was determined to be appropriate. 
The use of the initial dilution is intended to be protective of water quality standards, 
beneficial uses, and human health. Human health may be impacted from short term 
exposure to elevated concentrations of pathogens, thus the provided dilution must 
be conservative to account for all reasonable discharge scenarios. Further, the initial 
dilution used to calculate the proposed effluent limitation currently represents the 
only known dilution for the outfall. 
 
The interim limits were established as part of a schedule of compliance because the 
City cannot immediately meet the enterococcus limitations.  The interim limits are 
based on SIWWTP’s current performance and are effective until the deadline for 
SIWTTP to meet secondary treatment standards. 



 
Currently, the “simple ban of recreational activities in the vicinity of the outfall” is not 
a viable option, and results in an immediate impact on the beneficial uses of the 
receiving water, which include recreation. 



 
3. Concluding Statements – There are significant consequences of imposing 



excessively stringent effluent limits without strong justification and comprehensive 
analyses of pollutant sources, water quality data, and “real life” ecosystem impacts.  
Unjustified effluent limits that have adverse cost and environmental consequences 
will likely lead to an appeal and potential litigation that will further consume limited 
manpower and financial resources of the stakeholders.  It would be in the best 
interest of the stakeholders and the environment to eliminate or revise the proposed 
effluent limits for reasons discussed above during this permit cycle. 



 
I would urge the permit writers to keep an open mind, and take a scientific and 
common sense approach to developing effluent limits for the SIWWTP and other 
treatment plants throughout the state.  Please allow our utility agencies to direct 
limited financial resources to pollution and public health enhancement projects that 
will result in measurable benefits. 
 
Response: Comment acknowledged. 
 
 



Comments received from Mr. Michael Chang of Hawaii Energy 
 



On behalf of Hawaii Energy, the ratepayer-funded energy conservation and efficiency 
program for Honolulu, Hawaii and Maui counties under the direction of the Hawaii Public 
Utilities Commission as third-party administered by Leidos Engineering, LLC, I, Michael 
Chang, Chief Innovations Architect & Technology Director, respectfully provide the 
following comments and questions of clarification for consideration and action by the 
State of Hawaii Department of Health (DOH) regarding the proposed City and County of 
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Honolulu Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit. 
 
Background and Interest in Permit 
 
Hawaii Energy is responsible for identifying and assisting in the implementation of 
actions to help meet the State of Hawaii’s mandated Energy Efficiency Portfolio 
Standard (EEPS) of a 4,300 GigaWatthour (GWh) reduction of electrical energy 
consumption by 2030.  The energy consumption of current and future wastewater 
treatment facilities required to meet NPDES permits issued by the DOH is of significant 
impact to the energy consumption in the State.  Our interest in commenting on this 
Permit is to raise questions and provide comments to better understand the energy 
consumption impacts driven by the requirements outlined in this proposed permit.  In 
addition, Hawaii Energy takes this opportunity to outline some potential factors that the 
DOH may wish to consider with the goal of helping the State of Hawaii meet its EEPS 
targets. 
 
Comments 
 
1. Assistance to Lower Electrical and Fossil Fuel Energy Consumption Impacts – 



Hawaii Energy has been working with the City and County of Honolulu Department 
of Environmental Services (ENV) to review their operations to identify and implement 
energy reduction opportunities in their facilities that includes collection system 
pumping, treatment operations and facilities operations. 



 
Hawaii Energy has also been in discussions with the DOH and ENV to provide 
financial and technical assistance for any work required to reduce electrical energy, 
fossil fuel consumption and air emissions.  This includes reviewing or modifying the 
requirements in the NPDES permit to determine if there are modern measurement 
technologies that allow flexible requirements and/or implementing equipment to 
operate with improved energy efficiency without sacrificing public health and safety. 
 
Response:  The NPDES permit generally does not require the Permittee to 
implement prescribed technologies.  Rather, the Permittee is required to ensure that 
the facility meets effluent discharge limitations.  The Permittee has the ability to 
select the best technology for their facility to achieve the requirements in the permit. 
 



2. UV Disinfection System Focus of Efforts – In regards to this proposed permit for 
Sand Island, Hawaii Energy’s focus is on the potential energy and environmental 
impacts of the UV Disinfection system.  A joint review between ENV and Hawaii 
Energy of the current UV Disinfection System has determined that its operation 
consumes more than 23,000,000 kWh per year.  This equates to the following: 



a. 14.6% of the entire C&C of Honolulu’s Electrical consumption 
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b. 31.0% of the entire ENV operations electrical energy consumption 
c. 61.4% of the entire Sand Island Waste Water Treatment Plant consumption 



 
In turn, the fuel consumed contributes to air pollution discharges that are estimated 
in the table below based on EPA calculators as 
 



 
 
Response:  The NPDES permit requires that the facility disinfect its effluent, 
however, the disinfection method is not specified.  The permit allows the Permittee 
to comply with the enterococcus limitations by 2024, which provides 10 years for the 
Permittee to reevaluate its current disinfection facilities and potentially opt for a more 
energy-efficient technology to comply with the permit requirements. 



 
Potential Factors for Consideration 
 
1. History and Permit Impact on UV Disinfection System – We understand that there 



was a provision in the existing permit that required installation and one year of 
operation to test the UV Disinfection system at the Sand Island Wastewater 
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Treatment Facility.  The operation of the UV system was originally intended to 
reduce effluent impacts on the public in the event of an accidental discharge.  The 
test was to conclude at the close of the permit and a subsequent request was made 
to turn the UV system off as it had met its testing requirements. 



 
For historical clarification and better understanding of the issues, we believe the 
following questions and thoughts should be considered and answered in 
deliberations on the issuance of the subject permit: 
 
a. Existing permit requirements and any changes or request for changes to the 



permit requirements that are driving the operation of the UV system. 
b. Under the subject permit, will the operation of the UV system be allowed to revert 



to the original stand-by operation?  What are these requirements and justification 
for this? 



c. Is there flexibility to consider additional monitoring and alarms to allow the UV 
system to be in stand-by operation? 



d. Are there any requirements that would increase the energy consumption of the 
UV system?  What are these requirements/ 



e. If the public contact levels would not be impacted by turning off the UV system, 
would the operation only be required to meet upstream requirements? 



f. Are there any requirements for other operational changes that would consume 
more energy?  What is the expected increase in energy consumption? 



g. Have the impacts (environmental and cost) of increased energy consumption 
been considered in the development of the subject proposed discharge permit? 



h. Has reducing the energy consumption of Sand Island facilities been incorporated 
into the development of the subject proposed discharge permit? 



 
Response:   In the Tentative Decision Document (TDD) regarding the Permittee’s 
application for a 301(h) Waiver, EPA examined enterococcus results collected at 
various sampling stations in the receiving waters surrounding the facility’s discharge 
point.  They compared sampling results collected prior to the operation of the UV 
system with results obtained during the one year study.  EPA concluded that 
“bacterial concentrations associated with the discharge of wastewater from the Sand 
Island outfall do not meet current water quality standards without disinfection.” 
 
The NPDES permit specifies enterococcus discharge limitations retained from the 
previous permit that the Permittee must meet.  The permit does not, however, 
specify how the Permittee is to meet the limitations.  The Permittee has discretion in 
determining the type of disinfection to use and when to use it as long as they can 
comply with the permit limitations. 
 



2. Potential Public Safety Risks – Air and Water Emissions 
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a. Have reviews been conducted to determine the potential health risk impacts of 
increased air emissions from power plants that are a direct result of increased 
electrical consumption to meet these permit requirements compared to the 
potential health risks?  Hawaii Energy would appreciate reviewing any findings 
and conclusions from any reviews performed. 



b. Are there any conflicting requirements in this permit that would require the use of 
the UV system to meet one requirement (such as levels leaving the plant) without 
any impact to meeting other requirements (such as levels at measurement points 
of contact)? 



 
Response:   There have been no reviews conducted to determine the potential 
health risk impacts of increased air emissions from power plants that are a direct 
result of increased electrical consumption to meet these permit requirements 
compared to the potential health risks.  Using UV disinfection does not make it more 
difficult to meet other permit requirements. 



 
3. Hawaii Energy Assistance 
 



a. Is there any item above that has not been reviewed and DOH would like to work 
with Hawaii Energy to determine a potential course of action to investigate 
further? 



b. Are there any other energy reduction modifications that Hawaii Energy could 
assess that would allow Sand Island to reduce its energy consumption while 
meeting the proposed permit conditions. 



 
Response:   The DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards 
in NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  
The DOH acknowledges that energy efficiency is an important issue, however, it is 
outside of DOH’s jurisdiction to impose such considerations.  We encourage Hawaii 
Energy to work directly with the Permittee to determine an energy-efficient way for 
the Permittee to meet NPDES permit requirements. 











From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP - Dieldrin
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 7:06:56 PM


Hi Elizabeth,
For dieldrin, I know we’ve been talking about including a compliance schedule that would be shorter
 than the consent decree.  But I have in my notes from the teleconference to add something like this
 to the to the fact sheet after the part that it says that they may not be able to meet limits. “
 However, collection system upgrades required by the consent decree will help the Permittee meet
 the requirements.”   
 
Also, for the justification for the enterococcus compliance schedule, I removed references to cost. 
 Would this be ok?
 


Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the highest monthly
 geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the month of October 2006. 
 However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not come on-line until November 2006, at
 which point the highest monthly geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not
 appear the Permittee can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent
 limitation for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit establishes
 a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the final monthly geometric mean
 effluent limitation for enterococcus by June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent
 limitation for enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the
 previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent limitation may not
 be considered.
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not limited at the
 proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge is not expected to
 immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final compliance will ultimately require
 the implementation of an unidentified treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the
 preliminary preferred alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting,
 construction, and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this
 permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary.
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which requires the Permittee
 to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment standards for BOD5 and TSS by
 December 31, 2035.  The planning and construction of the facility upgrades necessary to
 comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the
 2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already currently in place at
 the facility, the amount of time required to upgrade the disinfection facilities should be
 much less than what is required under the Consent Decree.  Thus full compliance with the
 final effluent limitations is required by June 30, 2024.
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance longer than one
 year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall specify interim requirements
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 and the dates for their achievement and in no event shall more than one year elapse
 between interim dates.  If the time necessary for completion of interim requirement (such
 as the construction of a treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into
 stages for completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of reports
 of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.”
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current treatment
 capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been established until the
 final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim effluent limitation has been
 developed based on observed effluent data over the recent permit-term.  The highest
 observed monthly geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was
 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  However, this observed concentration is approximately seven
 standard deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed
 geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection system in
 November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not appear representative of
 current treatment capabilities.  The second highest geometric mean between October 2006
 through December 2013 was 16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations
 of the observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 16,431
 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current facility treatment
 capabilities.
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot immediately
 comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus,
 anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with the final effluent limitations may not be
 implemented prior to the effective date of the permit, a compliance schedule that
 represents the minimum time period for compliance has been established, and an interim
 effluent limitation has been established that require the Permittee to maintain current
 treatment capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with HAR,
 Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47. 
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean effluent
 limitations were not established in the previous permit for enterococcus, thus these
 limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit.


 
Thanks!
Kris








From: Hashimoto, Janet
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; Smith, DavidW
Subject: FW: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 11:37:53 AM
Attachments: image001.png


Here is the email I sent to Darryl after he asked me to take a look at the language.   Janet
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 12:57 PM
To: 'Lum, Darryl C'
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; Roser, Sara
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  Finally had a chance to focus on this.  Had to get out a few TMDL and 303(d) list
 approvals.  Been busy because it’s getting close to the end of our FY, so things are coming in.
 
The older language in cyan sounds like the one we developed several years ago, back in my 301(h)
 days.  It was intended to capture the spirit of regional monitoring, before we had the specifics
 worked out.  I think it’s generic, but could continue to work.  However, I can see having more
 specifics might be good. 
 
In your revisions in yellow, you are trying to get more prescriptive in asking for a lot of specifics from
 the discharger.  One problem with this is that if this is intended to be in each separate NPDES
 permit, you are asking each one to come up with different monitoring programs.  The idea behind
 regional monitoring is that each permittee is a participant in the overall monitoring design and
 program that works for everyone and is designed for a waterbody.  I’m not sure that you want
 different information for a-g from each permittee.  One overall  plan for each unique waterbody (or
 population of interest) should be developed by the expected permittees/participants to regional
 monitoring.
 
Did you have your discussion with CCH yet?  If you did and they seemed to be interested and willing,
 then maybe we should just try to work with them to come up with a suggested regional plan and
 design.  EPA is willing to assist, and we could use the national coastal monitoring survey (and
 Hawaii’s probabilistic survey) as the basis for the re-design.  We want to design something where
 we can fit the multiple purposes of our other monitoring programs in a cooperative partnership to
 serve all of our monitoring needs.  We may want to lower our regulatory hammer for this effort. 
 Would be interested in hearing CCH’s thoughts if you had discussion with them.  Let me know.
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We can discuss further.  Also, since CCH is a member of NACWA, we may be able to foster
 cooperation by having other southern CA NACWA members that have been doing regional
 monitoring talk with CCH.  Perhaps hearing successes from other POTWs would help get this going
 again in Hawaii.  
 
Janet
 
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet,
 
Below is a rough draft of the proposed regional monitoring language for the Sand
 Island WWTP permit.  We were thinking of changing the regional monitoring so that
 the data collection can be used for future integrated report data, listing/delisting,
 future 11-54 revisions, permit assimilative capacity assessments, identification of
 pollutant sources, etc.  Our thinking was that if this works in Mamala Bay, we can
 require this in all major NPDES permits for all waterbodies.
 
Please let me know if you think this is ok or if we should stick with the existing
 language.   (Existing regional monitoring language is below in cyan highlight.)    
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
 
Proposed Language for Sand Island WWTP In Special Conditions Section
 (Language Needs to be Modified for CCH MS4 Permit)
 
Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving
 water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may
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 be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
 Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring
 partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled
 scientific resources of the region.  During these coordinated sampling efforts, the
 Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to
 provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated
 modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more
 comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring
 results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The
 Permittee is required to:


a.    Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
b.    Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water


 quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being
 attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.


c.    Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision,
 and accuracy.


d.    Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision unit(s)
 shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State
 water. 


e.    State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the
 decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are
 required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water.


f.     Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being
 measured.


g.    Develop the plan for obtaining data. 
h.    Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will


 participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the
 receiving waters shall be asked to participate. 


i.      Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional
 monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging
 into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government
 agencies and private entities. 


j.      Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the
 receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final
 plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation.  If an
 acceptable plan is not submitted within 2 years from the issuance date of this
 permit, DOH will provide the plan that the Permittee must implement.  DOH
 will provide this plan to the Permittee within 2.5 years from the issuance date
 of this permit.


k.    Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities
 plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional
 monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year
 to account for seasonal variation. 


l.      Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of
 the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from
 the issuance date of this permit.
 







All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.
 
 
 
Previous Regional Monitoring Language in Current Sand Island and Fort Kam
 Permits
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities
 conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional
 monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the
 region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by
 the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, Department, City and County
 of Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and
 private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its
 implementation.  
 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical
 effort as required under Part C.2 and Part C.3 of this permit, may be reallocated or
 modified to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala
 Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay.
 Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of
 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources.
 If predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent
 monitoring  variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the
 Permittee’s monitoring effort. Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified
 if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the
 impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will
 improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay. Accordingly,
 minor changes may be made without further public notice.
 
 








From: Lum, Darryl C
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: FY 14 and FY15 Permit Issuance Schedule Update
Date: Thursday, October 23, 2014 10:23:40 AM


Hi Elizabeth,
 
The following is a status update on the FY15 and carry over FY14 permits:
 
FY15
- HIS000009 (DLNR Small MS4), due FY15 Q1 – We are almost done with the draft permit/rationale. 
 This facility (boat harbors) has never been permitted before.  The application was submitted back in
 2007, but a permit was never issued.  We are going to contact the applicant today or tomorrow to
 obtain some missing information (i.e. new contacts, plans they have for the boat wash areas, and if
 they have any industrial activities).  Due to the old application and missing information this has
 taken a little longer than I anticipated.  But, I think we can still make the December 2015 deadline.


-  HIS000004 (Maalaea Generating Station), due FY15 Q2 – Public notice on October 23rd.
-  HI0021842 (Honolulu Seawater Air Conditioning), due FY15 Q3 – We are almost done with the
 revised draft permit/fact sheet.  We had to go back to the applicant to clarify some things in their
 dilution model. 
-  HI0021768 (Topa Financial), due FY15 Q4 – We are almost done with the draft permit/rationale.  I
 think we can get you the draft in about 2 weeks.
- The other 5 FY15 permits are PG permits.
 
FY14 Carry Over


-  HIS000257 (Joint Base Pearl Harbor MS4) – PN October 31st.  The Navy said they could not pay for
 the PN in September 2014 due to the ending of the federal fiscal year.  We tried contacting them in
 early and mid-October 2014.  Finally we just set the PN date.


- HIS000002 (CCH MS4) – Comment period ends October 31st.  The Permittee is going to submit
 comments.
- HI0020117 (Sand Island WWTP) – We are wrapping up the response to PN comments and hope to
 have this permit issued soon.


- HI0000094 (Kahului Generating Station) – Public comment period ends October 29th.  The
 Permittee is going to submit comments.
- HIS000003 (Oahu Schools MS4) – PG is working on this.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
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 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 








From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP
Date: Tuesday, October 14, 2014 11:52:44 AM
Attachments: final permit - Sand Island WWTP.doc


Response to Comment for Sand Island Public Notice Permit.docx
final fact sheet - sand island wwtp.doc


Hi Elizabeth,
Please review and comment on the final Sand Island permit, fact sheet and response to comments. 
 Thanks!
Kris
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Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 
 
Comments received by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft permit (NPDES 
Permit No. HI0020117) for the discharge from the Sand Island WWTP to Mamala Bay, 
which was public-noticed on August 20, 2014.  Overall, we strongly support the draft 
permit, as it appropriately includes secondary treatment requirements, which will 
establish discharge control expectations of the permittee that are consistent with 
national requirements for other POTW wastewater discharges.  Additionally, the draft 
permit includes updated requirements for toxicity, bacteria, and nutrients that are 
consistent with NPDES permitting regulations and will provide water quality protection 
for Mamala Bay.  We have two concerns that need to be addressed to ensure the 
permit meets NPDES requirements.  Specifically, our concerns focus on the compliance 
schedule for enterococcus and the regional monitoring activities. 
 
A. Compliance Schedule 
 



It is not clear whether the compliance schedule for the monthly geometric mean 
effluent limit for enterococcus meets the requirements of 40 CFR 122.47.  The fact 
sheet must demonstrate that the compliance schedule will lead to compliance with 
the final effluent limit “as soon as possible.”  In making this determination, DOH 
needs to consider the specific steps needed to modify or install treatment facilities, 
operations or other measures and the time those steps would take.  For this facility, 
the fact sheet states that disinfection facilities already exist and that only minor 
changes, such as expansion or optimization of treatment may be needed.  It is not 
clear that a 10-year schedule is necessary to implement those changes.  The fact 
sheet must clearly demonstrate that the length of the schedule included in the permit 
is no longer than necessary to comply with the final effluent limit. 



 
Response:  The duration of the compliance schedule shall remain as written in the 
permit to allow the Permittee an opportunity to revisit their choice in disinfection 
technology to meet demands for energy efficiency with the rising cost of the 
electricity required to run the current UV disinfection facility.  See comments from 
Mr. Michael Chang of Hawaii Energy. 



 
B. Regional Monitoring 



 
The public notice permit includes a provision allowing the permittee to develop and 
implement a regional monitoring program in lieu of performing some of the 
monitoring required by the permit.  It is not clear which monitoring requirements in 
the permit would be waived if this regional program went into effect or for how long 
the waiver would be effective.  The language also erroneously provides the 
permittee shall “identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving 











Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 



water,” where only DOH has the authority to perform such a task.  Development of a 
regional monitoring program is complex and involves multiple parties.  We 
recommend this language be removed and replaced with a reopener provision, 
which will allow modification of the permit pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62 to incorporate 
changes to the monitoring requirements once a regional monitoring program plan 
has been developed. 
 
Response:  This section has been revised to the following: 
 
“As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities 
conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional 
monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the 
region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed 
by the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, DOH, City and County of 
Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and 
private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its 
implementation.   



 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical 
effort as required under Parts D and E of this permit, may be reallocated or modified 
to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala Bay and 
evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay. Anticipated 
modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a 
comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring 
results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources. If 
predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent 
monitoring variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the 
Permittee’s monitoring effort.  Conversely, the monitoring program may be 
intensified if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and 
evaluate the impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under 
this section will improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay.  
 
This permit may be modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62 to incorporate changes to 
the monitoring requirements once a regional monitoring program plan has been 
developed.” 



 
Comments received from the City and County of Honolulu, Department of 
Environmental Services 
 
FACT SHEET 
 
1. Page 3, Part A Table F-1 - The correct zip code is 96819, not 96707. 
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Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
2. Page 3, Part B.1, 2nd sentence - Delete and replace the sentence with the following, 



“The facility has a design average flow of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment 
of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.” 
 
The 90 MGD is the “design average” daily flow capacity of the Sand Island 
(SIWWTP). 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
3. Page 4, Part B.1, 8th sentence - Replace the words “high pressure” with “medium 



pressure.” The existing UV lamps are medium pressure lamps. 
 



Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



4. Page 14, Part D.2.c.(2) - Correct the time period of analyses for chlordane, dieldrin 
and DDT. The reasonable potential analyses (RPA) worksheets provided by 
Department of Health (“DOH”) indicate different time periods for analysis than 
DOH’s RPA worksheets. 



 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
5. Page 14, Part D.2.c.(3) - DOH used the wrong dilution values. DOH failed to 



consider the updated Outfall Dilution Analysis Technical Memorandum (TM) dated 
October 15, 2013 and submitted by the City and County of Honolulu (“CCH”) to 
DOH on October 28, 2013 via letter (EMC 13-169). The October 2013 Outfall 
Dilution Analysis updates the April 3, 2013 dilution analysis to incorporate the 
results of numerous discussions with PG Environmental, DOH’s permit writer 
regarding the dilution model inputs. 



 
Response:    All pertinent information for the reissuance of the permit should have 
been submitted with the permit application.  The DOH did not consider the 
October 28, 2013 TM at this time in order for the processing of this permit to 
progress in a timely manner.  If applicable, the City may submit the study for 
compliance with this permit and if appropriate, the City may request a modification 
to this permit. 



 
6. Pages 18 &19, Part D.2.c(4), Table F-7 - The dilution values (i.e., 103:1 and 294:1) 



reported in Table F-7 and used in DOH’s RPA calculations are inappropriate. The 
October 2013 Outfall Dilution Analysis specifies a minimum dilution of 228.0:1 and 
an average dilution of 757.3:1 at the ZOM boundary. With enterococcus die-off, the 
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report also specifies a minimum dilution of 235.46:1 and an average dilution of 
5,117.2:1.  The October 2013 dilution values should be used for the RPA analyses. 



 
Response:  See Response to Comment 5. 
 



7. Page 23, Part D.2.d.(3) - DOH should not use a minimum dilution of 94:1 or an 
average dilution of 294:1 for the reasons set forth in Comments #5 and #6. 



 
Response:   See Response to Comment 5. 



 
8. Page 24, Part D.2.item (a) - Reasons why reasonable potential does not exist for 



chlordane and why there should not be an effluent discharge limitation for 
chlordane are provided in Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:   The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  The 
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) and effluent limitations are based on the 
applicable water quality standards specified in HAR 11-54.  These standards 
remain applicable until HAR 11-54 is revised to reflect any updated standards.  
Although the Permittee claims that the data used for the RPA is “flawed,” the 
reasons why they contend it is “flawed” do not affect the results of the RPA.  In 
accordance with the EPA’s Technical Support Document, the RPA is based on the 
maximum effluent concentration reported.  Therefore, even if the data set is missing 
two data points, the DOH uses one-half the detection level for results reported as 
less than the detection level, the RPA is still correct.  Also, DOH only uses data in 
the RPA that a Permittee reports and certifies as representative, true, accurate, and 
complete.  If a Permittee contends that the results they reported and certified are 
not valid, they are admitting to a knowing violation of Hawaii Revised Statutes, 
Chapter 342D. 



 
9. Page 26, item (b) - Reasons why reasonable potential does not exist for dieldrin and 



why there should not be an effluent discharge limitation for dieldrin are provided in 
Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  The 
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) and effluent limitations are based on the 
applicable water quality standards specified in HAR 11-54.  These standards 
remain applicable until HAR 11-54 is revised to reflect any updated standards.  
Although the Permittee claims that the data used for the RPA is “flawed,” the 
reasons why they contend it is “flawed” do not affect the results of the RPA.  In 
accordance with the EPA’s Technical Support Document, the RPA is based on the 
maximum effluent concentration reported.  Therefore, even if the data set is missing 
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two data points, the DOH uses one-half the detection level for results reported as 
less than the detection level, and the Permittee contends that the results they 
reported and certified are not valid, the RPA is still correct. 



 
10. Page 27, item (c) - There are no validated detections of DDT. Reasons why 



reasonable potential does not exist for DDT and why there should not be an effluent 
discharge limitation for DDT are provided in Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  The 
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) and effluent limitations are based on the 
applicable water quality standards specified in HAR 11-54.  These standards 
remain applicable until HAR 11-54 is revised to reflect any updated standards.  
Although the Permittee claims that the data used for the RPA is “flawed,” the 
reasons why they contend it is “flawed” do not affect the results of the RPA.  In 
accordance with the EPA’s Technical Support Document, the RPA is based on the 
maximum effluent concentration reported.  Therefore, the RPA is still correct 
despite the data set missing two data points, the use of one-half the detection level 
for results reported as less than the detection level, and the claim that the certified 
results reported by the Permittee are not valid. 



 
11. Pages 24-28 - Using the current State Water Quality Standards on Human Health is 



inappropriate for the carcinogenic compounds dieldrin, chlordane, and DDT. The 
water quality criterion for chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT was based on human health 
using carcinogenic endpoints in the calculation. This calculation is conservative in 
terms of cancer potency and bio-concentration factors. 



 
On June 16, 2009, the Governor of the State of Hawaii signed legislation that 
conforms the State Water Quality Standards for chlordane and dieldrin to the current 
federal standards as set forth in the latest EPA National Recommended Water 
Quality Criteria (Office of Science and Technology, 2002 & 2006) which incorporate 
over 20 years of nationwide scientific research concerning the carcinogenicity of 
toxic pollutants. 



 
Response:  The RPA and effluent limitations are based on the applicable water 
quality standards specified in HAR 11-54 and remain applicable until HAR 11-54 
is revised to reflect any updated standards. 



 
12. Pages 24-27 - In December 2009, DOH amended the State water quality standards 



(HAR § 11-54-4(b)(3)) for chlordane and dieldrin through its rulemaking process. 
This amendment was approved by the Governor on January 25, 2010 and 
submitted to EPA for its approval on February 16, 2010. The DOH Rationale 
document for the updated water quality standards provides the State’s conclusions 
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regarding what is a risk to human health and this information should have been 
considered in connection with the proposed water quality based effluent limits in the 
draft permit for chlordane and dieldrin. 
 
Response:  The RPA and effluent limitations are based on the applicable water 
quality standards specified in HAR 11-54 and remain applicable until HAR 11-54 
is revised to reflect any updated standards. 



 
13. Page 28, Page 28, Part D.2.d.(3)(c)ii - The maximum effluent concentration for DDT 



of 0.27 ug/L is incorrect. See Attachment A 1. 
 
Response:  The RPA used data that was submitted to DOH and certified by the 
Permittee as “correct and true.”  It appears disingenuous that the Permittee claims 
that the data is flawed after viewing the draft permit in January 2013.  If the results 
of testing during this permit term shows non detects for DDT, then the requirement 
for sampling for this parameter may be removed at that time. 
 



14. Page 28, Part D.2.e - The determination that a reasonable potential exists to 
exceed water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen is contradicted by the fact that 
the receiving water is not impaired. As the Fact Sheet, page 5, acknowledges 
“CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where water 
quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of technology-
based effluent limitations on point sources.” Treated effluent is discharged to the 
Pacific Ocean from the Sand Island Ocean Outfall Serial No. 001 through a diffuser 
approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 230 feet below the water. The location of the 
Sand Island Ocean Outfall Serial No.001 in the Pacific Ocean is not listed as an 
impaired water body in the 2012 State of Hawaii Water Quality Monitoring and 
Assessment Report: Integrated Report to the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency and the U.S. Congress pursuant to Sections § 303(d) and § 305(b), Clean 
Water Act. TMDLs are the process for evaluating the causes of any impairment. No 
TMDLs have been established or are contemplated for this water body. 
 
Additional reasons why the ammonia nutrient discharge limitation should be deleted 
are presented in Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The 303(d) list may not reflect water quality within the immediate 
vicinity of the outfall.  Reasonable potential was based on the monitoring results at 
the boundary of the Zone of Mixing, where water quality standards should be met.  
Monitoring results at the boundary of the Zone of Mixing for SIWWTP showed 
exceedances of the water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen, therefore 
establishing reasonable potential. 
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15. Page 29, Part D.2.e.i - In absence of a designation in the 1998 NPDES permit, 



CCH has designated and been using monitoring stations D1, E1, D5, and E5 as the 
appropriate control stations. The stations were selected as best representing 
ambient conditions since they are the farthest stations from the outfall’s influence to 
its east and west side and is along the 50 and 100 meter contours bracketing the 
depth of the diffuser. DOH should use these stations instead of D4 and E4. Using 
DOH’s methodology and the monitoring data from the appropriate control stations, 
the geometric mean summary in part iii. should be listed as follows: 



 
Year Result (µg/L) 
2009 1.51 
2010 1.63 
2011 2.07 
2012 2.23 
2013 2.41 



 
The annual geometric means from 2009 through 2013 is still under 90 percent of 
the applicable WQS (i.e., 3.15 ug/L) and therefore the conclusion remains 
unchanged that assimilative capacity appears to be present in the receiving waters. 



 
Response:    Comment acknowledged. 



 
16. Page 30, Part D.2.e.iv - There is no basis to add an ammonia nitrogen discharge 



limitation of 47,894 ug/L. See Attachment A.1. 
 



Response:  The determination of reasonable potential is based on EPA’s TSD and 
EPA guidance.  The receiving water does not have to be listed as impaired for a 
discharge to have reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  
Receiving water data reported and certified by the Permittee was used in the RPA.  
It is standard to use one half of the detection level when it is reported to be less 
than the detection level as it is unlikely that the result is zero.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 
contains water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen and therefore this must be 
regulated as part of the NPDES permit where reasonable potential is determined. 



 
17. Pages 31-34, Part D.2.g - There is no basis for establishing effluent limitations for 



enterococcus at the Sand Island WWTP. The enterococcus effluent discharge 
limitation and the provisions to upgrade the Sand Island WWTP to comply with the 
final enterococcus discharge limitation should be deleted for the following reasons: 
 
In a letter dated September 5, 2013 (EMC 13-152) to the DOH Director, CCH stated 
concerns with the 18,000 cfu/100 mL daily limitation which is based on the outdated 
7 cfu/100 mL geometric mean for State recreational waters within 300 meters of the 
shoreline. The current water quality standard for enterococcus of 35 cfu/100 mL 
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was approved by EPA in March 2010. Therefore the daily limitation should be 
updated. Also see Attachment A.1 for other reasons. 
 
Response:  The Permittee was required to construct and operate a facility capable 
of meeting 18,000 CFU/100 mL and an effluent limitation based on this requirement 
was established in the previous permit.  The Permittee was previously required to 
construct and operate a facility capable of meeting this limitation.  Because this 
limitation has been effective since July 21, 2002, it must be carried over based on 
anti-backsliding regulations. 
 



18. Page 32, Part D.2.g(1), 1st and 2nd paragraphs - It is inappropriate to compare the 
Sand Island effluent enterococcus concentration multiplied by the initial dilution to 
the recommended State water quality standard single sample max (501 cfu/100 
mL) and applicable geometric mean criteria (i.e., 35 cfu/100 mL) for receiving 
waters.  A geometric mean should be calculated using the effluent enterococcus 
concentrations measured in a calendar month multiplied by the appropriate dilution 
factor, at the edge of the ZOM.  Additionally the single sample max is 
inappropriately being used to determine a discharge limitation for the SIWWTP 
since it is not a regulatory receiving water quality standard but rather serves as a 
threshold number to issue a beach warning in recreational waters that are 
infrequently used. 
 
Response:  The SIWWTP effluent concentration multiplied by the initial dilution 
was not compared to the State water quality standard single sample max and 
applicable geometric mean criteria for receiving waters.  The requirement remains 
as written in the draft permit.  Although it may be infrequent, human contact within 
the zone of mixing may occur, thus for the protection of human health due to the 
potential for acute illness from pathogens the initial dilution was determined to be 
appropriate.  The use of the initial dilution is intended to be protective of water 
quality standards, beneficial uses, and human health. Human health may be 
impacted from short term exposure to elevated concentrations of pathogens, thus 
the provided dilution must be conservative to account for all reasonable discharge 
scenarios.  The rationale for the Beach Act, which is included in 40 CFR 131.41 for 
Hawaii, explicitly states that a single sample maximum may be used as limitations 
in NPDES permits. 
 



19. Page 33. Compliance Schedule - The Compliance Schedule should be deleted 
because there is no reasonable potential for enterococcus and the schedule is 
wasteful and unnecessary. See Attachment A.1 for the rationale. 
 
The assumption for the schedule that “the permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL…by June 30, 2024” is incorrect. Any schedule should be 
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evaluated in light of the Consent Decree schedule for secondary treatment 
upgrades to the plant, the cost of the treatment capabilities and the incremental 
benefits to the environment. 
 
For Task #1, the fiscal year 2015 budget has already been approved by City 
Council and does not include a source of funding for an alternative treatment study, 
as CCH was not provided with any prior notice that such a study was contemplated.  
CCH does not have a funding source for this task. 
 
For Task #2, one year is not a sufficient time period to conduct a technical study to 
determine whether a major wastewater treatment process upgrade would first be 
required, or if the assumed simple solution of optimizing or expanding the existing 
facility will be cost effective. Evaluation of the upgrades to the Sand Island WWTP 
are being conducted in accordance with a schedule previously agreed to by EPA 
and DOH that considers the detailed design and construction phasing of the 
processes. Any technical study would include consideration of the following: 
 
1)  UV dosage needed to achieve the final monthly geometric mean; 
2)  Suspended particle distribution and transmissivity of the plant effluent and the 



impact on channel capacity as well as the hydraulics of the entire facility should 
reduced spacing between lamps to achieve inactivation be needed. 



 
The significant increase in UV dosage will result in more electric power and 
generated waste heat to the environment. Solutions to these challenges are 
unknown, but would involve expansion of HECO’s power supply facilities, 
expansion of electrical distribution within the plant, expansion of back-up generation 
facilities, and replacing the associated existing electrical equipment at the UV 
building and ancillary systems. The improvements would ultimately increase the 
deleterious carbon footprint of the process. 
 
Task 5 is inconsistent with the Consent Decree schedule. Sand Island is required to 
be upgraded to meet secondary treatment standards by December 31, 2035, with 
the possibility of extending the deadline to December 31, 2038 if CCH 
demonstrates that an earlier deadline is not technically feasible, or would impose 
undue financial hardship. There is no technical basis to support DOH’s assumption 
that the UV facility can be upgraded to achieve the proposed Enterococcus limits by 
a Compliance Schedule date of June 1, 2024. Such a proposal is an unnecessary 
and wasteful financial burden on CCH’s sewer customers, on top of the already 
high financial burden contemplated and agreed to with the Consent Decree. 
 
Any compliance schedule should be consistent with the Consent Decree provisions 
and have a technically feasible justification and include Force Majeure provisions 
and related dispute resolution procedures. It would be reasonable that any 
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compliance schedule should acknowledge the impossibility of meeting deadlines, 
especially in the event of Force Majeure situations that impact the critical path 
schedule. 
 
Response:  The DOH has determined that reasonable potential exists for the 
facility to exceed discharge limitation.  In the Tentative Decision Document (TDD) 
regarding the Permittee’s application for a 301(h) Waiver, EPA also concluded that 
“bacterial concentrations associated with the discharge of wastewater from the 
Sand Island outfall do not meet current water quality standards without disinfection.”  
EPA’s January 14, 2008 letter to the Permittee also stated that “[a]s a result of the 
promulgation [of the BEACH Act], bacteria standards now apply also in state waters 
beyond 300 meters from shore.  Thus, it may be that a more, not less, stringent 
bacteria limitation would now be appropriate.”  Therefore the compliance schedule 
shall remain in the permit. 
 
As a result of the Permittee bringing to our attention that some deadlines have 
already passed, the compliance schedule has been adjusted on the front end to 
allow more time for planning and design.  However, in keeping with the consent 
decree, the deadline to execute a construction contract has remained the same.  As 
brought up by EPA’s comment on the draft permit (see page 1 of this document), 
the end result of the compliance schedule must be met “as soon as possible.”  
Therefore, provisions for missed deadlines that are allowed in the consent decree 
are not included in the compliance schedule. 
 



20. Page 36, Part D.2.h – The influent waste stream concentration (IWC) of 0.97% 
specified for the Whole Effluent Toxicity test is incorrect due to the incorrect 
minimum dilution being used. The correct minimum dilution to be used for 
determining the IWC is 228.0:1. 
 
Response:  See Response to Item 5. 
 



21. Page 37, Part D.2h., 4th paragraph, 1st sentence - Revise “The acute and chronic 
biological effect levels (b values of 20% and 25%, respectively) incorporated into 
the TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms” to “The acute and 
chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, respectively or b 
values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively) incorporated into the TST define EPA’s 
unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms…” Reference is EPA833-R-10-004, June 
2010. 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



22. Pages 39, Part D.2.i, Table F-9 – Footnote 6: remove references to 2,4’-DDT, 2,4-
‘DDE and 2,4’-DDD. 
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40 CFR 136 provides approved analytical methods for DDT 4,4’- isomers, not for 
DDT 2,4’- isomers. The 2,4’- isomers are not Clean Water Act analytes and should 
not require monitoring in the permit. 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



23. Page 41,Part E.1, Table F-10 - It is inappropriate to directly compare Sand Island 
effluent sampling results to State Water Quality Standards which apply to the 
receiving waters. 
 
Response:  Table F-9 was intended for informative purposes. 



 
24. Page 47, Part E.3.c(2), 7th line – change “probably” to “probable.” 



 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 



 
25. Page 49, Part F.1 - Remove DDT from the influent monitoring program as there 



were no validated detections of DDT. DDT has no reasonable potential to cause an 
exceedance of the State water quality standards. See Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See response to Comment 10. 



 
26. Page 51, F.4.b. 1st paragraph - Stations R1, R2 and R3 should be deleted from the 



nearshore monitoring program. As stated in its September 1, 1998 (WMC 98-764) 
letter to DOH, sampling was conducted at these stations to obtain data regarding 
sites that are dominated by the influence from nonpoint sources, not for determining 
compliance to open coastal waters. 



 
Response:  The fact sheet shall remain as written. 



 
27. Page 51, Part F.4.c., 2nd sentence - Replace “E3” in the sentence with “E5.” There 



are five “E” stations, E1 through E5. 
 
Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 



28. Page 52, Part F.4.e - The permit should specify that sampling occur at either of the 
new control stations (i.e., FR3 or FR4) and not both. There may be situations in 
which one of the control stations can be sampled when the other station is 
inaccessible. 



 
Response:  This condition shall remain as written to be consistent with the previous 
permit and the Honouliuli Wastewater Treatment Plant permit conditions. 
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29. Page 54,Part G.4.a, 2nd paragraph, last sentence - Replace “21 non-categorical 



significant industrial users” with “6 non-categorical significant users”. 
 



Response:  The fact sheet was revised as requested. 
 
 



DRAFT PERMIT 
 



30. Page 1 – The Permittee is the City and County of Honolulu, Department of 
Environmental Services.  The signature block should read: 
 



“Director, Department of Health 
State of Hawaii.” 



 
Response:  The City and County of Honolulu, Department of Environmental 
Services was listed as the Permittee.  The signature block remains the same as this 
is standard with all NPDES permits issued by the Department of Health. 
 



31. Page 3, Part A.1, 1st and 2nd Table - In both tables, it is appropriate to move 
footnote marker “1” from “Discharge Limitations” to “lbs/day” under the “Units” 
column. Alternatively, the formula should replace “flow (MGD)” with the SIWWTP’s 
design flow of 90 MGD if the footnote marker “1” remains with “Discharge 
Limitations” label. 



 
Response:  The current location of footnote “1” in both tables are appropriate. 
 



32. Page 3, Part A, 1st Table – The 2010 Consent Decree provides for interim effluent 
limits that the Sand Island WWTP must meet until it achieves full secondary 
treatment. The terms of the proposed draft NPDES permit is subject to the 
discharge limitations of the 2010 Consent Decree, therefore, delete the BOD and 
TSS discharge limitations in the Table and replace with the following interim effluent 
limitations: 
 
BOD: 
Average Monthly – 119 mg/L (89,414 lbs/day) Average Weekly – 122 mg/L (91,594 
lbs/day) Minimum percent removal of BOD, 30%. 
 
TSS: 
Average Monthly – 48 mg/L (36,349 lbs/day) Average Weekly – 50 mg/L (37,403 
lbs/day) Minimum percent removal of TSS, 60%. 
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Also include a footnote that these interim limitations will be updated should they be 
revised in the 2010 Consent Decree. 
 
The required monitoring Measurement Frequency for BOD and TSS is “Daily”. 
 
Response:  The permit must contain secondary treatment requirements as 
required by Section 301 of the Clean Water Act and described in 40 CFR Part 133.  
The Consent Decree is a stand-alone document and should not be referenced in 
the permit since it allows for less than secondary treatment. 
 



33. Pages 3-4, Part A.1, 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
- On footnote #5, the assumptions leading to the schedule for compliance with the 
proposed Enterococcus discharge limitation are inappropriate. Compliance date 
should coincide with the final completion dates for secondary treatment in 
paragraph 31 of the Consent Decree. Also see comment #19 above. 
 
Delete footnote #10 to require mathematically compositing three required individual 
grab samples by flow to a single Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) 
concentration. Similarly to the Total Oil and Grease (TOG) sampling requirement, a 
single grab sample should be taken for the influent and effluent TPH. Single grab 
sampling for TOG and TPH are required under the recently issued NPDES permits 
for the Kailua RWWTP and Honouliuli WWTP. 



 
Response:  See response to Comment 19 regarding the compliance schedule.  
The requirement under Footnote #10 is consistent with the previous permit and 
shall remain as written. 



 
34. Page 3, Part A.1., 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements - 



Delete discharge limitations for enterococcus. It is inappropriate and unjustifiable for 
the Department of Health to impose numerical effluent limitations for Enterococcus. 
Correcting the reasonable potential analysis demonstrates that there is no 
reasonable potential for the SIWWTP’s discharge to cause or contribute to 
exceedances of State WQS. See Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See response to Comment 17. 



 
35. Page 3, Part A.1., 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements - 



Delete discharge limitations and monitoring requirements for chlordane, dieldrin, 
and DDT.  Correcting the reasonable potential analysis demonstrates that there is 
no reasonable potential for the Sand Island WWTP’s discharge to cause or 
contribute to exceedances of State WQS. See Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See responses to Comments 8, 9, 10, 11 and 12. 
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36. Page 3, Part A.1., 2nd Table of Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements - 



Delete discharge limitations for ammonia nitrogen. It is inappropriate and 
unjustifiable for the Department of Health to impose numerical effluent limitations 
for ammonia nitrogen. Correcting the reasonable potential analysis demonstrates 
that there is no reasonable potential for the SIWTTP’s discharge of nutrients to 
cause or contribute to an exceedance of State WQS. Also see Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  See responses to Comments 14 and 16. 
 



37. Page 4, Part A.1, 2nd table - Footnote 4: Correct to remove references to “2,4’-
DDT; 2,4-‘DDE and 2,4’-DDD.” See comment #23 above. 
 
Footnote 12: Remove the last sentence, “Results shall be submitted with the 
discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred.” The 
reason for the request is that the actual laboratory analyses and QA/QC review 
cannot be completed and submitted to DOH within a month. It is appropriate given 
that the semi-annual DMRs on “Remaining Pollutants” are due within 60 days from 
the end of the monitoring period. 



 
Response:  References to “2,4’-DDT; 2,4-‘DDE and 2,4’-DDD” were removed as 
requested.  Footnote 12 was revised to the following: 
 
“Results shall be submitted by the 28th day of the month following the completed 
monitoring period - July 28th (for the first half of the calendar year) and January 
28th for the second half of the calendar year.” 



 
38. Page 5, Part A.6.a - Delete the requirement for interim effluent limitations for 



enterococcus. See Attachment A.1. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment 17.  Interim limitations based on treatment 
plant performance were established in the compliance schedule to provide the City 
more time to comply with the limitation. 



 
39. Page 5, Part A.6.a, Footnote 1 - Delete the requirement to sample between 12 



noon to 3:00 pm to obtain a grab sample; there is no rational basis for this 
requirement. 
 
The updated method for Enterooccocci is Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by 
Membrane Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside 
Agar(mEI) (EPA 821-R-09-016). 



 
Response:  The footnote was revised as requested. 
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40. Page 5, Item 6.b – Delete the requirement for final effluent limitations for 



enterococcus, all tasks and compliance dates related to the requirement, and the 
compliance schedule for enterococcus including the compliance dates. The UV 
facility compliance schedule is wasteful and unnecessary as there are no 
enterococcus exceedances. Also see Comment #19 and Attachment A.1. 



 
Response:  The enterococcus limits are required for the Permittee to meet water 
quality standards.  The EPA’s Tentative Determination Document studied the 
receiving water data collected prior to the initiation of the disinfection facility and 
during its operation and concluded that “…bacterial concentrations associated with 
the discharge of wastewater from the Sand Island outfall do not meet current water 
quality standards without disinfection.”  Also see response to Comment 17. 



 
41. Page 8, Part B.1 - Add a third paragraph that reads “It shall not be considered a 



non-compliance of the whole effluent toxicity requirements if it can be proven to the 
Director’s satisfaction that the inability in obtaining gametes for testing was due to 
circumstances beyond the Permittee’s control.” 



 
Response:   The paragraph was not added to this section because the Permittee 
should be able to regularly collect gametes. 



 
42. Page 8, Part B.3, 2nd sentence - Sentence is not grammatically correct. Revise the 



sentence to read, “For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC will use the 
Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010). 



 
Response:  The sentence was revised as requested. 



 
43. Page 9, Part B.4.c - Revise the first sentence to read, “Effluent dilution water and 



control water shall be receiving water or lab water, as described in the test methods 
manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and 
Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms 
(EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995). 
 
Laboratory water does not have the correct salinity and minerals needed to ensure 
good fertilization of urchin gametes. Salinity adjustment and mineral addition to 
produce artificial seawater could introduce toxic components that affect the viability 
of urchin sperm and eggs. In several studies, the Water Quality Laboratory has 
confirmed poor sea urchin sperm fertilization rates in artificial sea water. 
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Furthermore, the manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of 
Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms 
(EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995) states that either lab water or receiving water may be 
used for the effluent dilution water or control water.  This language is used in the 
Kailua RWWTP NPDES permit No. HI 0021296 issued on February 14, 2014. 



 
Response:   This section shall remain as written. 



 
44. Page 11, Part B.6.e - Remove item (2) as a listed item required by the TIE plan. The 



evaluation of available operations and effluent data will be part of the Information 
and Data Acquisition phase when executing a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation plan. 



 
Response:   This section shall remain as written.  
 



45. Page 12, Part B.7.a - Percent mean response should be expressed as percent 
effect. The following reference is provided to clarify the suggested correction: EPA 
833-R-10-003 June 2010. Equation E-1, Page E-4. The proper terminology is mean 
effect at the IWC, expressed in %. 
 



 
 



Response:  Comment acknowledged however this section shall remain as written 
to be consistent with other permits. 



 
46. Page 12, Part B.7.c - Revise the first sentence of the paragraph to specify the 



methods for written notification and reporting requirements as follows: “The 
Permittee shall notify the Director in writing (postmarked, faxed, or emailed) within 
five (5) business days of a test result that is reported as “Fail.” 
 
Written reports submitted by facsimile transmission or email are appropriate 
methods for notification of the outcome of a WET test result reported as a “Fail.” 



 
Response:  In accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07 and the Standard Permit 
Conditions, Item 5.b, all submittals should be signed by the owner or authorized 
representative and contain the certification statement. 



 
47. Page 12, Part B.7.c. - Change from “within five (5) calendar days” to “within five (5) 



working days.” The reason for this change is that it will be difficult to meet the 
calendar deadline for the written submission if there is a weekend or an observed 
holiday around the time of the WET exceedance occurrence. 
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Response:  This part was changed from “within five (5) calendar days” to “within 
five (5) business days.” 



 
48. Page 14, Part C.1.a(2) - Clarify that these sampling locations are “within 300 meters” 



as “The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as described in 
Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, Section 11-54-8(b).” (see the 
Fact Sheet Page 44.). 



 
Response:  This section applies to locations within 300 meters of the shoreline. 
 



49. Page 18, Part D.3 - CCH has major concerns with the proposed Regional 
Monitoring Requirement: 
 
1) It appears that the undertaking of the regional monitoring described in the draft 



permit should be performed by the State instead of CCH: 
 



The draft permit states that “the intent of the regional monitoring program is to 
assess whether the entire receiving water body meets the Water Quality 
Standards.” Clean Water Act Section 303(d) requires States to identify water 
bodies where water quality standards are not being met. DOH is required by 
the Clean Water Act (CWA) § 303(d) and § 305(b) to report on the State's 
water quality on a two year cycle. CWA § 305(b) requires states to describe the 
overall status of water quality statewide and the extent to which water quality 
provides for the protection and propagation of a balanced population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife, and allows recreational activities in and on the water. CWA § 
303(d) requires states to submit a list of waters that do not meet state water 
quality standards, plus a priority ranking of listed waters for Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDL) development based on the severity of pollution and the 
uses of the waters. On September 20, 2013, the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water Quality Monitoring and 
Assessment Report, and the 2014 Draft State of Hawaii Water Quality 
Monitoring and Assessment Report is now available for public review. 



 
2) Item h states that CCH shall “identify all organizations, stakeholders, and 



interested parties that will participate in the study. All Major NPDES Permit 
holders discharging into the receiving waters shall be asked to participate in the 
study.” Item i states that CCH shall “Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the 
implementation of the regional monitoring activities with all Major NPDES 
Permit holders that are discharging into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and 
other participating government agencies and private entities.”  CCH cannot 
perform these requirements as it does not have the authority to carry out such 
coordination, and require such participation, at the Federal, State or private 
sectors levels; DOH is the appropriate agency to carry out these tasks. 
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3) CCH has twice performed regional monitoring under the prior 1998 permit. 



Equitably, DOH should rotate the regional monitoring program to another 
permittee as there are other major dischargers to Mamala Bay and not continue 
to place the time and resource intensive responsibility on CCH alone. 



 
If the regional monitoring requirement remains in this permit, CCH requests the 
following changes: 
 
1) Pages 18-19: Delete sub-items a. through l. CCH will submit a detailed regional 



monitoring plan to DOH and EPA for approval within two (2) years from the 
effective date of this permit. 



 
2) Page 18, Part D.3, 3rd sentence: Revise the sentence to read, “During its 



execution, the regional monitoring program will replace CCH’s shoreline, 
nearshore and offshore water quality monitoring programs as described in parts 
E.1, E2 and E3; and CCH’s nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
program described in part E.4 of the permit. Monitoring data obtained for the 
regional monitoring will not be used to determine compliance with applicable 
State or Federal water quality standards.” 
 



3) Page 19, Part D.3.j., after first sentence, add: “The plan must describe the 
monitoring and analytical responsibilities for all major NPDES permit holders 
discharging into the receiving waters and for other participating parties.” 
 



4) Page 19, Part D.3.j., after last sentence, add: “DOH will incorporate the 
approved regional monitoring plan into the permit within 2.75 years from the 
effective date of the permit.” 
 



5) Page 19, item k, last sentence. Revise sentence to read, “Because the actual 
seasonal variation is unknown, the regional monitoring activities and data 
collection will be conducted for at least one (1) year until, using the monitoring 
data, the Permittee has determined the monitoring data has captured the 
seasonal variation of the regional area (or area that the Permittee is 
responsible in the event of no participation from other dischargers) but not 
ending no later than one week prior to the expiration of this permit. If at such 
time, the Permittee shall revert back to the normal shoreline, nearshore and 
offshore water quality monitoring programs as described in parts E.1, E2 and 
E3; and CCH’s nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring program described 
in part E.4 of the permit.” 
 



6) Page 19: Insert a paragraph prior to the last paragraph of that page to state, 
“The Permittee shall perform only the Permittee’s portion of its monitoring and 
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analytical responsibilities as described in the detailed plan for Regional 
Monitoring, and shall not be responsible for any other portions or aspects of the 
Regional Monitoring.” This is consistent with the intention on page 18 that 
“Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all 
monitoring partners using a more cost- effective monitoring design and to best 
utilize the pooled scientific resources of the region.” 
 
The additional language requested above is necessary to avoid the situation 
that developed under the 1998 permit which required CCH to participate in the 
regional monitoring of Mamala Bay.  Though a coordinating committee 
consisting of various levels of government and private entities was initially 
formed, the committee disbanded, and subsequently CCH was in the untenable 
situation of having to provide, on its own, the finances and resources necessary 
to comply with the regional monitoring requirements under the 1998 permit. 



 
Response:  The language for regional monitoring requirements have been revised.  
See response to EPA’s second comment on page 2 of this document. 
 



50. Page 19, Parts D.3.j., D.3.k., and D.3.l - Use “effective date of this permit” instead of 
“issuance data of this permit. This language is consistent with the rest of the permit. 
 
Response:  This section was revised as requested. 



 
51. Page 20-22, Part E. - Provide language stating the format of the monthly monitoring 



result submittal, either in DMR form, or as attachment of DMR. 
 



Response:  This section was clarified to require that the receiving water monitoring 
results be submitted with DMR as an attachment. 
   



52. Page 20, Part E.1 - Include a new paragraph following the footnote to the second 
table in Part E.1 with the following language: “Inability to conduct shoreline 
monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous conditions which may endanger 
the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not constitute a violation of this permit.” 



 
Response:   The paragraph was added to this section as requested. 



 
53. Page 20, Part E.1, 2nd table - Revise the monitoring frequency for Enterococci from 



7 days per month to 5 days per month at the shoreline stations consistent with the 
recently issued Kailua Regional and Honouliuli NPDES permits. There is no basis 
to require 7 days of monitoring per month under the Sand Island WWTP NPDES 
permit. 
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Response:  This condition is consistent with the previous permit and cannot be 
reduced due to antibacksliding considerations since there have been discharge and 
receiving water exceedances. 
 



54. Page 20-21 E.2 - Delete all references to stations R1, R2 and R3 the Nearshore 
Water Quality Monitoring program in the permit. See Comment #27 for CCH’s 
reason. 
Specifically, 
1) Remove stations R1, R2 and R3 and corresponding GPS coordinates from the 



1st table 
2) Delete “R stations are recreational waters.” from the footnote to the 1st table. 
3) Delete the “R” from the “Monitoring Stations” column in the 2nd table. 
4) Delete “R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3” from the footnotes to the 2nd 



table. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment 26. 
 



55. Page 21, Part E.2, 2nd table - Revise the monitoring frequency for Enterococci from 
7 days per month to 5 days per month at the nearshore stations in consistent with 
the recently issued Kailua Regional and Honouliuli NPDES permits. There is no 
basis to require 7 days of monitoring per month under the Sand Island WWTP 
NPDES permit. 
 
Response:  See response to Comment 53. 
 



56. Pages 20-21, 2nd table, Footnote 3 - Remove bottom depth sampling requirement 
for enterococcus. The bottom samples at the nearshore (i.e., at the C stations) and 
offshore stations are below the DOH supported 33 meter depth limit for recreational 
waters. 
 
Response:  HAR, Chapter 11-54 water quality standards has no provisions for 
depth.  The water quality standards must be met through the entire water column. 
 



57. Page 21, Part E.2 - Include a new paragraph following the footnote to the second 
table in Part E.2 with the following language, “Inability to conduct nearshore 
monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous conditions which may endanger 
the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not constitute a violation of this permit.” 
 
Response:  This language was added as requested. 
 



58. Page 21, Part E.2, footnotes #1 and #2 to 2nd Table - Modify footnote #1 to read “A 
continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. 
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The parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from within 1 meter below the 
surface to within 2 meter above the bottom at 2 meter intervals.” 
 
Modify footnote #2 to read “At each R and C station, grab samples shall be 
collected at each station at within 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and within 
2 meters above the bottom.” 
 
The reasons for these two changes is that given the wave motion and difficulty in 
securing the boat in place, it is difficult to perform a grab sample or deploy the CTD 
equipment to sample exactly one meter from the water surface and two meters from 
the bottom of the ocean floor.. 



 
Response:  The footnotes were revised as requested. 



 
59. Page 22, Part E.3, 2nd Table - Under the “Monitoring Frequency” column, change 



the monitoring frequency from “1/Month” to “1/Quarter” for “Enterococci,” 
“Transparency” and “Visual Observations” in consistent with the recently issued 
NPDES permits for the Kailua RWWTP and Honouliuli WWTP. 



 
Response:  This condition is consistent with the previous permit and cannot be 
reduced due to antibacksliding considerations since there have been discharge and 
receiving water exceedances. 



 
60. Page 22, Part E.3, footnotes #1 and #2 to 2nd Table - Modify footnote #1 to read “A 



continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality parameter. 
Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from within 1 meter below the 
surface and within 2 meter above the bottom at 2 meter intervals.” 



 
Modify footnote #2 to read “Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 
within 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and within 2 meters above the bottom. 
Results for surface, mid-depth, and bottom shall be reported.” 



 
Response:  The footnotes were revised as requested. 



 
61. Page 22, Part E.3 - Include a new paragraph following the footnote to the second 



table in Part E.3 with the following language, “Inability to conduct offshore 
monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous conditions which may endanger 
the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not constitute a violation of this permit.” 



 
Response:  This language was added as requested. 
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62. Page 23, Part E.4 - Replace station “D3” in table with table “D3A.”  Monitoring 



station D3 is directly located above the outfall where there is no sediment for 
sampling. 
 
Response:  Sample location “D3” has been replaced with “D3A” throughout the 
permit and fact sheet. 
 



63. Page 23, Part E.4, 2nd paragraph - Remove requirement to conduct sampling in 
August or September and to conduct annual sampling. A sampling schedule should 
provide for flexibility so that sampling can be conducted anytime during the 
calendar year. Requirement for monitoring on an annual basis should be removed 
as Page 24 provides that sediment chemistry testing is conducted during years one 
(1) and two (2) of the permit. 



 
Response:  This section has been revised to the following: 
 
“Each station shall be monitored during the same quarter each year sampling is 
required (years one (1) and two (2)) for the parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and 
E.4.b of this permit.” 



 
64. Page 23, Part E.4.a, 1st sentence - Delete the sentence “Sediment shall be 



collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen grab sampler.” City would 
like to have other options (e.g. hire a deep diver contractor) to obtain ocean bottom 
sediment samples when the van Veen grab sampler is not available (e.g., requires 
repair). 



 
Response:  This sentence has been revised to the following: 
 
“Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen grab 
sampler or other method yielding similar results.” 
 



65. Page 24, Part E.4.a, Table - Correct errors in the table (e.g., “2-
methylphenanthrene” should be “1-methylphenanthrene” and “C1-Fluoranthene” 
should be “C1-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes”). 
 
“2-methylphenanthrene” should be corrected to “1-methylphenanthrene” in 
accordance with a Record of Telecommunication dated January 5, 2000 from EPA 
to CCH noting the error (see attachment A.2). Furthermore, “1-methlyphenanthrene” 
and not “2-methylphenanthrene” is listed under NOAA’s National Status and Trends 
Program for Marine Environment Quality (see Attachment A.3), a document that is 
referenced in the current draft permit (i.e., Part E.8). C-1- Fluoranthene should be 
corrected to C1-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes which is also listed under the NOAA’s 
National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environment Quality document. 
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Response:  The revisions were made as requested. 
 



66. Page 24, Part E.5 - Revise the requirement to conduct chemical analyses of fish 
tissue from fish caught at three offshore stations to conduct such analysis at two 
offshore stations, the outfall and one control station, either FR3 or FR4. 
 
CCH’s intent of designating two (2) control stations in its permit application is to 
allow flexibility to monitor one station when the other station is not available. 
 
Response:  The requirement remains as written to be consistent with other permits. 
 



67. Page 26, Part E.4.b - Replace the last sentence to the first paragraph with the 
following text, “Sample handling and preservation procedures should follow those 
outlined in “Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis of Sediment and Water 
Samples” (EPA/CE-81-1), or as revised.” 
 
The method described in the first paragraph is deficient in that it provides a 
preservation method that is only applicable to the polychaetes group. The benthic 
infauna includes analysis of other taxon communities (e.g., micro mollusk and 
crustaceans) that have different preservation methods. The issue is best addressed 
by referencing the procedural document indicated above. 
 
Response:  This section has been revised to include a reference to the specified 
document. 
 



68. Page 26, Part E.4.b - Revise the 2nd paragraph in Part E.4.b. as follows: 1) 
Remove the biomass requirement by deleting the words “and biomass” from the 
second sentence and 2) deleting the third sentence. 
 
The EPA guidance document entitled “Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs” (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) is listed in the NPDES permit as a 
reference document for protocol and methods for sample collection and analysis. 
Pages 8 and 9 (see Attachment A.4) of the document state that “the inclusion of 
biomass as a required variable in the 301(h) monitoring program is not 
recommended for benthos…because of problems inherent in the collection of 
biomass data.” At the bottom of Page 9, the document states that “Given the 
foregoing limitations, biomass is not recommended as a primary variable for 
301(h) monitoring programs.” 
 
Page 9 identifies several problems associated with the biomass analysis. For 
example, that some taxa lose weight when immersed in preservation fluids while 
others gains weight and that because of the volatility of the alcohol solution in which 
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the specimens are stored, small variations in drying time (to rid specimens of 
surface fluids) may increase the errors associated with the weight measurements. 
 
Finally, in a letter to CCH, dated May 9, 2000, EPA indicated that the biomass is 
removed from the current 1998 Sand Island NPDES Permit (see Attachment A.5). 
EPA’s reasons were that the biomass measurements in the waters are not 
meaningful because micromollusks are the predominantly collected taxa, and the 
previous permit did not contain a biomass measurement requirement. 



 
Response:  This paragraph was revised as requested. 



 
69. Page 26, Part E.5 - Revise requirement to conduct chemical analysis of fish tissue 



at three offshore stations to two offshore stations, the outfall station and one of the 
two control stations, i.e., FR3 or FR4. Remove the requirement to restrict sampling 
to August or September and allow sampling to be conducted at anytime during the 
calendar year to allow flexibility in scheduling. 



 
Response:  The requirement for the three offshore stations remains as written to 
be consistent with other permits.  The requirement to restrict sampling to August 
and September was revised to the following: 
 
“Each station shall be sampled by hook-and-line or by setting baited lines or traps 
during the same calendar quarter each year as the nearshore and offshore 
sediment monitoring.” 



 
70. Page 27, Part E.5, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence - Add “Menpachi” to the list of 



examples of fish that are sedentary and representative of fish caught by 
recreational and commercial fishermen near the outfall. 



 
Response:  Menpachi was added as requested. 



 
71. Page 29, Part E.6.a - Delete the requirement to conduct an Assimilative Capacity 



and Zone of Mixing Study to identify the minimum and average dilution at the edge 
of the ZOM and to verify that assimilative capacity exists based on receiving water 
data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM. The dilution study is unnecessary as 
CCH has already updated dilution modeling after numerous discussions with PG 
Environmental, DOH’s permit writer, and submitted an updated Outfall Dilution 
Analysis in October 2013 that provided these dilution values at the edge of the ZOM 
See Comment #5). 
 
An assimilative capacity study is also unnecessary as sufficient receiving water 
data for ammonia nitrogen existed to conduct an RPA analysis, the Fact Sheet 
acknowledges this data and concludes that assimilative capacity is available for 
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ammonia nitrogen based on the receiving water data. Also, the geographical scope 
of the study is overbroad as it extends to “beyond the ZOM” and any study should 
determine the technical basis for defining assimilative capacity. 



 
Response:  All pertinent information for the reissuance of the permit should have 
been submitted with the permit application.  The DOH did not consider the October  
2013 dilution modeling at this time in order to for the processing of this permit to 
progress in a timely manner.  If applicable, the City may submit the dilution analysis 
for compliance with the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study and if appropriate, the City 
may request a modification to this permit.  It is in the City’s best interest to conduct 
a broader assimilative capacity study.  If it is found by DOH that no assimilative 
capacity exists for a parameter in the receiving water near the outfall then dilution 
will not be granted for that parameter in future permits. 



 
72. Page 29, Parts E.6.a.i.,E.6.a.ii., and E.6.a.iii, 1st sentences - Revise the schedules 



for the Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Study, should those requirements 
remain in the permit to allow time to consider the appropriateness of incorporating 
the results of any regional monitoring as follows: 
 
1) Submit ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH within 2 years of the 



effective date of this permit. 
2) Implement the Work Plan within 2.75 years of the effective date of this permit. 
3) Provide an update to DOH of the status of the analysis and provide any 



available preliminary data and results within 3.5 years of the effective date of 
this permit. 



4) Submit the final report to DOH within 4.5 years of the effective date of this 
permit. 



 
Response:  The requirements shall remain as written, however, it may be revised 
when the permit is reopened due to regional monitoring requirements. 



 
73. Page 30, Part E.7.b - Add to the end of the paragraph, the following text, “This 



ocean bottom information shall be recorded at least once per calendar year at the 
permit designated stations.” 



 
Response:  This language was added as requested. 



 
74. Page 33, Part G.1. - Use “effective date of this permit” instead of “issuance date of 



this permit. This language is consistent with the rest of the permit. 
 
Response:  This sentence was revised as requested. 
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75. Page 46, Part I.1 “Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs” appears to 



be a more appropriate title to Part I.1 than in the “Schedule of Submission” section. 
 
Response:  This title shall remain as written to be consistent with other permits. 



 
76. Page 49, Part I, Item 2.f(1). - In the table, change the submission deadline for the 



Pretreatment Annual Report from February 28th of each year to March 31 of each 
year to be consistent with the recently issued NPDES permits for the Kailua and 
Honouliuli WWTPs. 



 
Response:   The deadline was changed as requested. 



 
77. Page 46, Part I.1.a(2) - Delete the word “approved” in the 1st paragraph. 



 
The permit language in this section does not require the approval of the Effluent 
and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs. 



 
Response:  This sentence was revised as requested. 



 
78. Page 49, Part I.2.f.(1) - Delete the redundant reporting requirement for DMR 



submittals by revising the first sentence immediately following the Table in Part 
I.2.f.(1) specifying the schedule of submission of reports as follows, “Signed copies 
of monitoring and all other reports required by this permit except those in Part I.2.e 
of this permit, shall be submitted to the Director through the CWB Compliance 
Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs.” 
 
Part I.2.e of the permit requires the submittal of DMRs using NetDMR while Part 
I.2.f.(1) requires the submittal of monitoring results as well as all other permit 
required reports through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form through the e-
Permitting Portal website. 
 
Monitoring results, such as DMRs, should be submitted electronically using only 
one website, the NetDMR website. CCH believes that DOH did not intend to require 
duplicate electronic submittals of the DMRs as evidenced by the language in the 
DOH issued Kailua Regional WWTP NPDES permit, (issuance date of February 14, 
2014). 



 
Response:   The reference to Part I.2.f.(2) was changed to Part I.2.e.  The 
language in Part I.2.e says that “[o]nce a Permittee begins submitting DMRs using 
NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard copies of DMRs to the Director, 
unless otherwise requested by the Director.  This means that once monitoring 
results are submitted through NetDMR, they no longer need to be submitted 
through e-Permitting. 
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79. Page 49, Part I.2.f.(1) - Delete the requirement for submittal of a semi-annual SIU 



Compliance Status Report. 
  
Change the due date for the Pretreatment Annual Report (PAAR) to March 31 of 
each year. 
 
The submittal requirement for an SIU Semi-Annual Compliance Status Report in the 
Table of Reports in Part I.2.f.(1) is not consistent with the requirement of the body 
of the permit which requires that SIU compliance status be included in the annual 
report of pretreatment activities. CCH recommends that the compliance status of 
SIUs be included in the Annual Pretreatment Report as set forth in Part G.6.d. page 
36. 



 
Requirement to submit PAAR on Feb 28 of each year should be revised to March 
31 to be consistent with other permits. CCH has been historically submitting a 
single PAAR covering all plants. Additionally, CCH has also received concurrence 
from DOH (Mike Tsuji) continuing this reporting practice since the CCH’s 
pretreatment program is implemented island wide. 



 
Response:   The due date was changed as requested. 



 
80. Page 50, Part I, Item 2.f(2) - Insert a row below the “Shoreline” row for “Nearshore 



Water Quality Monitoring” with applicable requirements for the “Reporting Period” 
and “Report Due Date” columns. 



 
Response:  The table was revised as requested. 



 
81. Page 50, Part I.2.f(2) - Change the submittal due date for the shoreline water 



quality report data from the 15th day of the following month to 28th day of the 
following month to be consistent with DMR submittal due date. 



 
Response:  The item was revised as requested. 



 
82. Page 51, Part I, Item 3.c.(3) - Add email to DOH, CWB as an acceptable means to 



submit a written non-compliance report. 
 



Response:  Email is not an acceptable reporting method for written non-
compliance reports.  Reports must be properly certified as required in Part I.2.a. 



 
83. Page 52, Part I, Item 5. - Delete the Requirement to Report Planned Changes.  CFR 



122.41 specifies certain standard or boiler plate conditions that must be incorporated 
into all NPDES permits either expressly or by reference. For conditions applicable to 
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State programs see CFR 123.25. CFR 122.41(l)(1) conditions for reporting planned 
changes are not appropriately incorporated into the permit. 



 
Hawaii has developed an attachment for NPDES permit that includes the relevant 
federal standard conditions so there is no need to incorporate language 
expressly into the permits. 



 
The proposed permit language goes beyond the Reporting requirements for 
Planned Changes specified in 122.41(l)(1) which states that notice is required 
only when: 
• (i) the alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet the criteria for 



determining whether the facility is a new source under 122.29(b); 
(ii) the alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the 
quantity of pollutants discharged; or 



• (iii) the alteration or addition results in a significant change in the Permittee's 
sludge use or disposal practices. 



 
There is no basis for the Director to be informed of any other planned physical 
alternations or additions. 



 
Response:  This requirement shall remain to be consistent with other permits. 



 
84. Appendix 1 - Correct Appendix 1 by adding Methylene Chloride to the list under the 



Volatiles Organics group. Replace “hloroform” as a listed “Discharge Parameter” 
with “Chloroform.” 
 
Methylene Chloride is not listed in the table in Appendix 1 of the permit. If the 
“Remaining Pollutants” under the table in Part A.1 are those Priority Pollutants 
listed in Appendix A to 40 CFR Part 423, then Appendix 1 in the permit should be 
corrected as indicated above. “hloroform” is a typographical error. 
 
Response:  Appendix 1 was revised as requested. 
 



85. Include language that the latest applicable regulations, approved methodologies, 
etc. will supersede any outdated regulations, approved methodologies, etc. that are 
specified in this permit. 



 
Response:  The language in this section remains as written.  Permit requirements 
must be based on regulations that are in effect to ensure that the general public has 
an opportunity to comment on permit conditions. 



 
 
Comments Received From Mr. James S.  Kumagai 
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I am responding as a concerned citizen and taxpayer to your notice of August 20, 2014 
on the matter of the draft NPDES Permit for the Sand Island Wastewater Treatment 
Plant.  I am neither affiliated with the permittee in any way or form nor with any of the 
enforcing agencies.  I am concerned with the outcome of the permit decisions as a 
private citizen who cares about the quality of our environment and one who must pay for, 
and bear the consequences of, any action or inaction on this matter. 
 
I am familiar with the environment issues and their history to the extent of my 
experience:  (1) as a registered professional engineer in the State of Hawaii (PE-2977C) 
practicing in environmental engineering, (2) my academic background (BS 1962 
University of Hawaii, MS 1965 Washington University St. Louis, PhD 1969 University of 
California Berkeley), (3) my specific work experience relevant to the present issues:  (a) 
as the lead engineer for Sunn Low Tom and Hara Inc. as part of the team that 
developed the Water Quality Program for Oahu, 1969–1972, (b) as a NAUI certified 
(1971) SCUBA diver who actually observed first hand, the real world underwater end-of-
pipe conditions at all of the ocean outfall disposal sites existing at that time, (c) as 
Deputy Director of Environmental Health at the DOH, 1975 to 1980, (4) as 
representative of the Hawaii Water Pollution Control Association appearing before the 
US Senate Subcommittee on Environmental Pollution (Senator Muskie, Chairman) of 
the Committee on Public Works, Ninety-Third Congress, March 18, 1974, to present 
testimony and support for amending the Federal Water Pollution Control Act 
Amendments of 1972 which later passed into law as Section 301H to the CWA, and 
finally as a practicing environmental engineer for more than 45 years. 
 
There are several effluent limits proposed that are especially objectionable for the 
following reasons.  No common sense.  They ignore science, real world experience, and 
public interest.  The result will serve no useful purpose; worse yet, they will be 
detrimental instead to the environment and to the citizens who must pay for nothing. 
 
It is recognized that the draft permit is an instrument of regulatory action and must be 
done under statutory authority.  However, it should be acknowledged that this authority 
is obligated first and foremost to serve the public interest.  Regulations are a means to 
an end, and that end is environmental quality control holistically involving the land, air, 
water, and people.  It is in this spirit that comments and recommendations are offered 
for consideration. 
 
The objectionable effluent limits are the following: 
 



A. Nutrients: ammonia. 
B. Chlordane, Dieldrin, DDT. 
C. Enterococci 
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AMMONIA LIMIT:  THERE IS NO FREE LUNCH. 
 
Nutrient (ammonia) limit proposed in the draft permit will do nothing to enhance water 
quality in Mamala Bay.  Instead, it will do more harm than good. 
 
Ammonia is not a real environmental problem in the deep ocean discharge in Mamala 
Bay, but it can be made to become a problem artificially, or bureaucratically, as it 
appears to be the case here.  For one thing, there is no real-world impairment of 
beneficial uses of the local, open coastal waters from ammonia or any of the nutrients.  
There is no scientific basis for imposing effluent limits for ammonia nitrogen here in the 
deep ocean in the open coast. 
 
Instead, it is a self-inflicted environmental problem as an artifact of the regulatory 
system.  Imposing the effluent limits will only incur an added expense to solve this non-
issue.  Imposing more technology, means more fossil-fuel derived energy consumption, 
more green-house gas emission, and hence climate change and global warming.  The 
net effect is zero benefit and negative impact on our environmental all at the taxpayers’ 
expense. 
 
Fundamentally, nitrogen and other nutrients are essential for primary productivity in the 
coastal waters.  For embayments as in Kaneohe Bay and Pearl Harbor, the problem 
was eutrophication. Kaneohe, for example, had an added problem of and coral toxicity.  
In the open coast regime, the ecosystem functions efficiently within the available limits 
of space, time, and energy.  Primary productivity involves photosynthesis where sunlight 
is amply available for energy to drive the process.  In a situation of limited sunlight in the 
deep ocean system at Sand Island there is no photosynthesis, hence no eutrophication.  
Otherwise, photosynthesis utilizes carbon dioxide for synthesis and gives off free 
oxygen.  Carbon dioxide now is receiving considerable attention nationally and 
internationally as a greenhouse gas leading to adverse climate change.  Carbon dioxide 
uptake by primary producers is highly desirable for this purpose.  Granted, the extent of 
primary productivity from nutrients from the discharges on Oahu may be relatively small 
in the global context, but in principle, it gives a net positive environmental outcome.  
Every little bit counts.  In principle, if we all did a little; we can do a lot.  Nutrients in our 
open coastal waters in general will be good by promoting primary production with 
attendant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions consistent with national and 
international policy.  It is unlikely that problems of eutrophication would ever occur in the 
open coast regime for Oahu as it could in an embayment.  The land mass is not big 
enough. 
 
On the contrary, imposing effluent limits for ammonia nitrogen, or for nutrients in general, 
will diminish the positive environmental effects of primary productivity on green house 
gas emissions.  Worse yet, we will be actually building a greenhouse gas manufacturing 
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plant in the process of applying unnecessary technology for treatment.  There is no free 
lunch in ecology. 
 
By comparison, it will cost us nothing to remove the ammonia effluent limit from further 
consideration. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Remove the proposed ammonia effluent limits (and for that matter, all other 
nutrient limits). 



2. Nature knows best to deal with issue. 
3. Apply technology for effluent limits only as a net environmental gain, considering 



green house gas emissions and global warming in the process equation. 
 



Response:  DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria. Further, as 
previously discussed in this response to comments, the effluent limitation for ammonia 
nitrogen is based on estimated current treatment performance, and costly facility 
upgrades are not expected to be necessary for the Permittee to comply. Applicable 
effluent limitations for ammonia nitrogen and nitrate + nitrite have been included in the 
proposed permit based on the requirements and HAR 11-54 and 11-55. 



 
CHLORDANE, DIELDRIN, and DDT 
 
Chlordane, dieldrin and DDT are banned from use.  Their residues in the environment 
come from past usage and they will most likely persist in the environment for centuries 
to come. 
 
Like the rest of the persistent synthetic organic chemicals, they will eventually permeate 
the earth’s ecosphere following the second law of thermodynamics (entropy).  DDT is 
an example that has been documented on a global basis.  Chlordane, dieldrin, and DDT 
has been documented in our waterways and estuaries, and even in our drinking water 
supply.  The pathways and transport kinetics are often unclear but the end result is 
certain.  They are already present in our estuaries and streams where the fish and 
aquatic nurseries are.  That is more of a public health threat and environmental concern 
than the effluent discharges under present consideration.  Sadly, hardly any regulatory 
attention is being given to it.  WQPO Work Area 3 report (1971) raised the red-flag 
decades ago by documenting their existence in the Pearl Harbor estuary from tributary 
streams. 
 
It is likely that groundwater infiltration into the sewer is a source of chlordane, dieldrin 
and DDT concentrations.  As such, they represent but a leakage from a larger pool of 
the chlorinated hydrocarbons that is the major contributor of contaminants into our 
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coastal environment.  They will naturally permeate the nearshore coastal waters and 
eventually the offshore waters.  Ultimately, chlordane, dieldrin and DDT will reach 
equilibrium in concentration uniformly over space according to the second law of 
thermodynamics.  It may degrade in time in the distant future well beyond the half life of 
the compounds. 
 
Given the observed mass emissions rates of chlordane, dieldrin and DDT in sewage, 
that leakage is small and insignificant by comparison to the pool based on their mass 
applied on land over the years.  Placing effluent limits on them would only incur cost in 
an attempting to remove a drop-in-the-bucket and transferring it somewhere else in the 
environment where it might do still more harm.  It must go somewhere.  Effluent limits 
are bust a short-sighted, head-in-the-sand approach that will solve nothing in the end 
but add a cost burden on the taxpayers. 
 
It is more important to assure through monitoring that no new sources of contamination 
are contributing and that there are no “hotspots” in the environment that require local 
remedial action to safeguard public health. 
 
Then rely on evidence-based analysis from measurements of these contaminants in the 
environment and in the food chain to determine what actions would be relevant and 
where to intercede in the ecosystem for remedy.  Relying on technology at this point as 
effluent limits serves no useful purpose and is likely to be a waste of time and tax 
dollars. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Remove the effluent limits for chlordane, dieldrin and DDT but leave the 
monitoring and reporting requirements in place. 



2. Analyze and evaluate the issue through evidence and science to determine the 
truth of this matter and direct attention for remediation holistically. 



3. Apply technology for effluent limits only as a net environmental gain, considering 
green house gas emissions and global warming in the process equation. 



 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards within 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  HAR 11-54, 
11-55, the STCP, or applicable federal regulations do not provide an exception for 
legacy pollutants within the Permittee’s effluent. 
 
ENTEROCOCCUS. 
 
It is apparently the preferred indicator bacteria for the presumed presence of pathogens 
from fecal contamination in water quality management and regulation for public health 
protection.  Enterococcus is the presumptive evidence for the presence of pathogens.  It 
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is not deterministic but operational.  It has been used routinely over decades in many 
places in this country and around the world to help answer the question:  is the water 
safe for swimming.”  Sometimes it worked.  Other times, it did not. 
 
 It is proposed as a limit in this permit.  Will it work?  Depends.  Why am I saying this?  
Three reasons. 
 
First, our experience.  Water quality program for Oahu (WQPO 1972) recommended 
taking the all the nearshore and inland point discharges and move them away 
completely from the nearshore ecosystems and recreational beaches and put them in 
the deep ocean regime where it will do the least harm to the environment and public 
health.  Everything has to go somewhere.  Nature knows best where and how.  By 
some decree, that has become a problem. 
 
Second, EPA recommended new recreational water quality criteria to better protect 
public health.  
(http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/healthrecreation/index.cfm).  
Now science, or truth, matters.  The 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria brought 
forth the latest research and science showing the link between illness and fecal 
contamination.  It is a science-based criteria document spelling out the way to 
systematically and objectively develop a program that is scientifically defensible.  The 
criteria include the parameters of geometric means and statistical threshold values 
altogether and fundamentally focusing on the parameters of magnitude, duration, and 
frequency.  The criteria are based on the epidemiological studies of the past and the 
data and information from the National Epidemiological and Environmental Assessment 
of Recreational Water (NEEAR).  Now it makes more sense than regulatory edicts. 
 
The new EPA criteria are relevant and scientifically defensible.  The proposed condition 
for enterococcus here is not. 
 
Third, use common sense.  The proposed permit limit for enterococcus is a regulatory 
expediency.  It will cost money to comply for UV disinfection.  Energy consumption will 
increase green house gas emissions and global warming.  It will solve nothing to protect 
public health that is not already inherent in the de facto action of WQPO.  It makes more 
sense to reevaluate the situation with the new criteria and amend the existing WQS 
than to spend money to comply with the proposed permit limit and create a global 
warming issue while solving nothing in real public health protection.  Technology has a 
place only for achieving a net environmental gain. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Eliminate the limit for enterococcus. 
2. Reevaluate the issue with the new 2012 Recreational Water Quality Criteria. 
3. Take appropriate action for public health protection, holistically. 





http://water.epa.gov/scitech/swguidance/standards/criteria/healthrecreation/index.cfm
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4. Apply technology only if it leads to a net positive environmental gain, considering 
green house gas emissions and global warming. 



 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  The 
Permittee is not obligated to use UV as a method of disinfection.  This permit and the 
facility’s previous 301(h) waiver allows for the Permittee to select the technology. 



 
WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE?  BACK TO THE FUTURE 
 
The federal initiative is to upgrade standards and press for ever more stringency in 
permit conditions.  The intention is well meant, but it appears to be creating an ever 
more complex system to regulate and administer.  The danger is getting mired in 
attempts to sort out the complexities of the means while ignoring the ends. 
 
Historically, after the passage of NEPA in 1969, the environmental laws for air, water, 
drinking water, hazardous materials, toxic substances, etc. were passed in rapid 
succession piecemeal by Congress at different times, by different committees, following 
different environmental criteria, while all professing to be for the good of public health 
and the environment.  The result is a fragmented set of environmental programs, 
although each being well intentioned. 
 
Imposing the effluent limits is a case in point.  It appears short sighted and operating in 
a silo.  At the very outset of the environmental ground-swell in the 1960s, many argued 
for a holistic approach.  Barry Commoner’s laws of ecology is a classic result.  The 
creation of a single federal agency to bring all the programs under one roof was once 
thought to be a way to overcome the effects of fragmentation in the environmental 
programs.  The idea of the unity of nature was also brought out in the announcement of 
the then President Nixon when the US EPA was formed in 1970.  The President 
said…”Despite its complexity, for pollution control purposes the environment must be 
perceived as a single related system.”  He went on to announce, “A far more effective 
approach to pollution control would identify pollutants; trace them through the entire 
ecological chain, observing and recording changes in form as they occur; determine 
interactions among forms of pollution; (and) identify where on the ecological chain 
interdiction would be most appropriate.”  (Ruckelshaus, 1985) 
 
Instead, things got even more complex as time went on.  We now have a mixed bag of 
issues involving science and the law.  It appears we have lost sight of our real 
environmental goals and objectives.  The idea of coordination through a single agency 
at the federal level has not been happening.  Instead, Ruckelshaus (1985), the first 
Administrator of the newly formed US EPA under President Nixon, in hindsight, 
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recommended taking Rene Dubos’ suggestion to heart in resolving the environmental 
complexity by: 
 
 “Thinking globally, acting locally.” 
 
Case in point:  Nutrient limits.  We cannot apply Continental USA solutions to 
environmental problems to Hawaii.  We must act locally to deal with our own issues.  
Another case in point: secondary treatment for our deep ocean outfall discharges.  The 
corollary is to say one-size-fits-all approach does not work for the environmental issues 
remaining for our future.  Maybe at one time it did, but not anymore.  Centralized 
administration of programs obviously does not, and cannot, respond to the reality of this 
world of diverse ecosystems and cultures.  The only way to deal with the real world is to 
think globally but acting locally.  The goals and objectives of the federal and state 
legislation for environmental quality are not compromised at all by doing so.  It is time 
that we go back to advocacy of the early initiators of the country’s environmental 
movement.  That is, going back to the future. 
 
Recommendation: 



1. Do it. 
2. Keep it simple and relevant. 
3. Think globally, act locally. 
4. Revise the effluent limits and regulatory procedures to serve our own local needs 



for our own island ecosystem and culture. 
 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria. Further 
response to the commenter’s opinion on environment solutions and current regulations 
are outside the scope of this response to comments. 
 
 
Comments received from Mr. Roy K. Abe, P.E. 
 
My name is Roy Abe and I am a licensed civil engineer in Hawaii with approximately 33 
years of consulting experience in the wastewater treatment and water quality field.  I 
would like to take this opportunity to comment on the draft Sand Island Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (SIWWTP) NPDES permit as a concerned private citizen and taxpayer. 
 
I am employed by the Honolulu office of HDR Engineering, Inc.  My educational 
background includes a B.S. degree in civil engineering from the University of Hawaii, 
and a M.S. degree in civil and environmental engineering from the University of 
California at Berkeley.  My area of expertise is sanitary engineering, and I have had to 
the opportunity to work on the planning and design of many wastewater treatment 
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plants.  I have provided engineering services for City and County of Honolulu (CCH), 
including an initial review of the pre-draft permit for the SIWWTP and evaluation of UV 
and other process units at the plant.  I am not presently involved in review of the current 
draft permit for CCH.  The comments provided herein are my own. 
 
While I am somewhat familiar with the SIWWTP and the outfall to which it discharges, 
my intent is not to comment on the detailed calculations used to derive the proposed 
effluent limits.  My comments are primarily intended to provide some insight on some of 
the scientific and “common sense” factors that should be considered.  Hopefully this will 
provide justification for relaxing or eliminating some of the proposed limits that would 
otherwise cause considerable financial hardship and adverse environmental impacts 
with no significant water quality or health benefits. 
 
My comments are as follows: 
 
1. Chlordane and Dieldrin (Page 3, Par. A.1) – The proposed effluent limits of 0.05 µg/L 



(annual average) and 0.38 µg/L (maximum daily) for Chlordane and 0.0074 µg/L 
(annual average) and 0.18 µg/L (maximum daily) for Dieldrin should be eliminated.  
The use of Chlordane and Dieldrin are leagacy pesticides that were widely used to 
treat for ground termites.  The use of Chlordane and Dieldrin has been banned in the 
U.S. by EPA for more than 25 years.  Chlordane and Dieldrin are carcinogens and 
the lower limits in the Water Quality Standards (WQS) are based on possible 
carcinogenic effects from human consumption of fish containing the pesticide due to 
bioaccumulation in the food chain. 



 
The Chlordane and Dieldrin found in the effluent are likely due to the pesticide 
leaching into the sewer system via groundwater infiltration.  Past sampling of urban 
streams has shown highest levels of contamination when all the stream flow was 
from groundwater discharge.  Chlordane and Dieldrin contaminated groundwater 
infiltrating via sewer pipe defects are likely to be the primary sources of these 
chemicals.  Since the chemicals are relatively insoluble and bind readily to soil 
particles, contaminated soil infiltrating through defects in service lateral lines located 
in pesticide treated soil may be an added source of Chlordane and Dieldrin during 
heavy rainfall.  Cast iron and clay pipe lateral sewers servicing older homes in areas 
which experience high rainfall, corrosive soils, root intrusion, and ground settlement 
often exhibit holes, separated joints, and other structural defects. 



 
Removal of Chlordane and Dieldrin through conventional treatment processes is 
difficult and likely to be ineffective.  Specialized treatment processes would be very 
costly and are likely to have no direct public health benefits.  The pesticides 
removed from the treatment of wastewater could potentially be transferred to the 
biosolids that are processed into fertilizer and soil amendment products. 
 











Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 



Rehabilitation of sewer lines to reduce infiltration and minimize entry of Chlordane 
and Dieldrin to the sewer system would be a more logical corrective action than 
implementing treatment to remove the pesticide from the wastewater.  A substantial 
portion of the contaminated infiltration can potentially be removed from the collection 
system.  This would likely be a challenging task, however, since much of the 
pesticides may be from inflow and infiltration occurring within private property 
through defective house laterals. 



 
There is no evidence that Chlordane and Dieldrin bioaccumulates in the marine life 
at or near the outfall.  It is highly unlikely that substantial bioaccumulation is 
occurring in the marine life at the outfall due to strong and varying currents that 
dilute and transport the trace amounts of the chemicals.  Unlike river discharges, 
which consistently flow in the same general direction, currents in the open ocean 
constantly change directions in a largely unconfined environment.  If 
bioaccumulation did occur in certain fishes congregating near the outfall, it is unlikely 
that sufficient amounts of these fishes would be caught and consumed to have a 
noticeable carcinogenic effect.  Based on the depth and distance of the outfall from 
shoreline, a significant amount of fish affected by the outfall would be not caught for 
human consumption.  My understanding is that there is no conslusive evidence of 
bioaccumulation of pesticides from the SIWWTP discharge based on examination of 
fishes near the outfall by the CCH’s monitoring program. 
 
In the unlikely event that affected fishes were proven to be a health concern, a more 
cost effective mitigative measure would be to simply discourage fishing near the 
outfall.  Simply delineating the limits of the ZOM with buoys to indicate the location of 
the outfall would likely discourage fishing in the area.  Knowledge of the outfall 
location would probably be appreciated by the public. 



 
Since Chlordane and Dieldrin may be present in groundwater that discharges to 
streams and nearshore waters, bioaccumulation in fishes caught in nearshore 
waters with limited circulation, such as bays and coastal Hawaiian fishponds, would 
appear to pose a greater health concern.  In past studies 
(see http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/pdf/sand-island/SI-appl-appxD-
chlordane-dieldrin.pdf) for the Sand Island WWTP basin, the chemicals were found 
in urban streams at higher levels than the wastewater collection system.  The 
highest level of Dieldrin measured in streams was about twice the highest level 
found in the wastewater collection system.  The studies also indicated that the 
maximum level of Chlordane found in stream sediments was 600 times the 
maximum level found in ocean sediments.  The researchers suspected that the 
Chlordane found in the sediments within the Sand Island zone of missing may have 
been caused by Chlordane bound to grit and sludge discharged through the outfall 
between 1976 and 1979 prior to completion of the Sand Island solids handling 
facilities. 





http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/pdf/sand-island/SI-appl-appxD-chlordane-dieldrin.pdf


http://www.epa.gov/region9/water/npdes/pdf/sand-island/SI-appl-appxD-chlordane-dieldrin.pdf
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It might be argued that the dispersal of trace amounts of Chlordane and Dieldrin far 
offshore via sewer infiltration and the outfall could potentially be a benefit by 
reducing discharge of the carcinogens through stream and groundwater discharges 
to nearshore waters where bioaccumulation is much more likely to occur. 
 
Similar arguments presented above for Chlordane and Dieldrin would be expected to 
be applicable to DDT. 



 
Response: DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards in 
NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria. 
HAR 11-54, 11-55, the STCP, or applicable federal regulations do not provide an 
exception for legacy pollutants within the Permittee’s effluent. 



 
2. Enterococci (Page 3, Par. A.1; Page 5, Par. A.6) – The proposed effluent 



enterococci limits of 3,605 CFU/100 mL (average monthly) and 18,000 CFU/100 mL 
(maximum daily) should be eliminated, or at least reassessed based on a more 
detailed analysis of the receiving water monitoring data.  The proposed interim 
effluent enterococci limits of 16,431 CFU/100mL (monthly geometric mean) should 
be similarly eliminated or reassessed.  A detailed reassessment of the data, 
particularly monitoring data for the receiving water, may show that lower levels of 
disinfection, or possibly elimination of disinfection, may be justified. 



 
The proposed enterococci limits, which will likely require costly replacement or 
upgrade of the ultraviolet (UV) disinfection system, should be supported by 
presenting data showing that water quality violations are occurring and that the 
violations can be attributed to the discharge.  Monitoring data presented in the Fact 
Sheet beginning on page 41 indicate that the geometric mean values for the 
monitoring stations are well below the 35 CFU/100 mL limit of the WQS, and that the 
values for the offshore stations near the outfall are lower than the shoreline stations. 



 
Expenditure of funds for new or upgraded effluent disinfection facilities would 
provide little measurable benefit and waste funds that could be used for more 
effective public health protection actions such as non-point source pollution control.  
Requiring CCH to meet the stringent monthly geometric mean limit of 16,431 
CFU/100 mL by June 30, 2024 would result in a significant waste of pollution control 
funds.  Upgraded secondary treatment facilities are required by 2035, at which time 
a lower cost, more efficient and less power intensive UV system could be installed. 
 
It should be noted that both enterococci concentrations and outfall dilution factors 
can vary considerably.  The assumption that the maximum enterococci 
concentration and minimum dilution occurs at the same time is overly conservative.  
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Furthermore, there may be enterococci die-off occurring during transmission of the 
flow from the SIWWTP to the zone just outside the outfall diffuser ports.  Exposure 
of the enterococci in the effluent to rapid changes in osmotic pressure from 
differences in salinity of the SIWWTP effluent and saline seawater would tend to 
promote additional enterococci die-off.  It would appear that additional monitoring 
and statistical analysis of the data to support the proposed enterococci limits is 
justified. 



 
The need for effluent disinfection and the basis of the 18,000 CFU/100 mL maximum 
daily limit should be reevaluated.  Most water quality professionals in Hawaii clearly 
recall and understood that CCH agreed to install disinfection facilities at the 
SIWWTP to gain the support of EPA and environmental groups for the renewal of 
the 301(h) waiver and avoid costly secondary treatment.  The need for disinfection 
and the enterococci limit, as well as the cost, power consumption and technical 
challenges of disinfecting the primary effluent with UV disinfection, were 
unfortunately not fully vetted or known at the time.  Local marine and water quality 
experts had pointed out significant deficiencies and discrepancies in the Mamala 
Bay Study conducted in the 1990’s, which served as the primary justification for the 
SIWWTP disinfection facilities. 
 
At the time that CCH originally made the decision to install the UV system, global 
warming and the adverse impacts of carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas 
emissions were not significant issues.  Based on the exorbitant power consumption 
of Sand Island’s UV system, reassessment of the need for and level of UV 
disinfection should be supported rather than opposed by EPA and environmental 
groups.  It would not be logical to fund costly for disinfection facilities that may have 
limited public health benefits and would clearly contribute to global warming. 
 
The SIWWTP UV disinfection system is a heavy financial burden as both capital and 
annual operating costs are significant.  Funds could clearly be used for more 
effective environmental and public health protection and enhancement projects. 



 
Response:   DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards 
within NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  
The discharge consists of treated sewage which may contain pathogens at elevated 
concentrations if not properly disinfected, sufficient to impact human health or the 
beneficial uses of the receiving water.  Consistent with 3.3 of EPA’s TSD, the 
regulatory authority should consider additional information discussed under Section 
3.2 (i.e., type of industry, type of POTW, type of receiving water and designated 
uses, etc.) when evaluating reasonable potential. Reasonable potential can be 
determined without effluent or receiving water exceedances of applicable water 
quality criteria.  Because the facility is a POTW, and pathogens are characteristic of 











Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 



treated municipal wastewater, and the beneficial uses of the receiving water include 
recreation where human contact may occur, reasonable potential for enterococcus 
has been determined. To ensure the protection of human health, this permit 
establishes effluent limitations for enterococcus. 



 
HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed in Part E.3.a of the 
Fact Sheet, the proposed permit establishes receiving water limitations for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore based on State 
regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 
131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards for bacteria in marine waters beyond 
300 meters from shore, based on CWA Section 304(a).  40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) 
states that where a State has not established a water quality criterion for a specific 
pollutant with reasonable potential, the permitting authority must establish effluent 
limitations on a case-by-case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria published 
under Section 304(a) of the CWA.  Since Outfall Serial No. 001 is beyond 300 
meters (1,000 feet) off shore, there is no applicable State water quality objective for 
the discharge, and EPAs criteria for enterococcus specified in 40 CFR 131.41 is 
applicable. 



 
As described in the fact sheet, the use of a minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was 
used to calculate the proposed effluent limitations for enterococcus. Although human 
contact with the receiving water may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of 
mixing may occur, thus for the protection of human health due to the potential for 
acute illness from pathogens the initial dilution was determined to be appropriate. 
The use of the initial dilution is intended to be protective of water quality standards, 
beneficial uses, and human health. Human health may be impacted from short term 
exposure to elevated concentrations of pathogens, thus the provided dilution must 
be conservative to account for all reasonable discharge scenarios. Further, the initial 
dilution used to calculate the proposed effluent limitation currently represents the 
only known dilution for the outfall. 
 
The interim limits were established as part of a schedule of compliance because the 
City cannot immediately meet the enterococcus limitations.  The interim limits are 
based on SIWWTP’s current performance and are effective until the deadline for 
SIWTTP to meet secondary treatment standards. 



 
Currently, the “simple ban of recreational activities in the vicinity of the outfall” is not 
a viable option, and results in an immediate impact on the beneficial uses of the 
receiving water, which include recreation. 



 
3. Concluding Statements – There are significant consequences of imposing 



excessively stringent effluent limits without strong justification and comprehensive 
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analyses of pollutant sources, water quality data, and “real life” ecosystem impacts.  
Unjustified effluent limits that have adverse cost and environmental consequences 
will likely lead to an appeal and potential litigation that will further consume limited 
manpower and financial resources of the stakeholders.  It would be in the best 
interest of the stakeholders and the environment to eliminate or revise the proposed 
effluent limits for reasons discussed above during this permit cycle. 



 
I would urge the permit writers to keep an open mind, and take a scientific and 
common sense approach to developing effluent limits for the SIWWTP and other 
treatment plants throughout the state.  Please allow our utility agencies to direct 
limited financial resources to pollution and public health enhancement projects that 
will result in measurable benefits. 
 
Response: Comment acknowledged. 
 
 



Comments received from Mr. Michael Chang of Hawaii Energy 
 



On behalf of Hawaii Energy, the ratepayer-funded energy conservation and efficiency 
program for Honolulu, Hawaii and Maui counties under the direction of the Hawaii Public 
Utilities Commission as third-party administered by Leidos Engineering, LLC, I, Michael 
Chang, Chief Innovations Architect & Technology Director, respectfully provide the 
following comments and questions of clarification for consideration and action by the 
State of Hawaii Department of Health (DOH) regarding the proposed City and County of 
Honolulu Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit. 
 
Background and Interest in Permit 
 
Hawaii Energy is responsible for identifying and assisting in the implementation of 
actions to help meet the State of Hawaii’s mandated Energy Efficiency Portfolio 
Standard (EEPS) of a 4,300 GigaWatthour (GWh) reduction of electrical energy 
consumption by 2030.  The energy consumption of current and future wastewater 
treatment facilities required to meet NPDES permits issued by the DOH is of significant 
impact to the energy consumption in the State.  Our interest in commenting on this 
Permit is to raise questions and provide comments to better understand the energy 
consumption impacts driven by the requirements outlined in this proposed permit.  In 
addition, Hawaii Energy takes this opportunity to outline some potential factors that the 
DOH may wish to consider with the goal of helping the State of Hawaii meet its EEPS 
targets. 
 
Comments 
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1. Assistance to Lower Electrical and Fossil Fuel Energy Consumption Impacts – 



Hawaii Energy has been working with the City and County of Honolulu Department 
of Environmental Services (ENV) to review their operations to identify and implement 
energy reduction opportunities in their facilities that includes collection system 
pumping, treatment operations and facilities operations. 



 
Hawaii Energy has also been in discussions with the DOH and ENV to provide 
financial and technical assistance for any work required to reduce electrical energy, 
fossil fuel consumption and air emissions.  This includes reviewing or modifying the 
requirements in the NPDES permit to determine if there are modern measurement 
technologies that allow flexible requirements and/or implementing equipment to 
operate with improved energy efficiency without sacrificing public health and safety. 
 
Response:  The NPDES permit generally does not require the Permittee to 
implement prescribed technologies.  Rather, the Permittee is required to ensure that 
the facility meets effluent discharge limitations.  The Permittee has the ability to 
select the best technology for their facility to achieve the requirements in the permit. 
 



2. UV Disinfection System Focus of Efforts – In regards to this proposed permit for 
Sand Island, Hawaii Energy’s focus is on the potential energy and environmental 
impacts of the UV Disinfection system.  A joint review between ENV and Hawaii 
Energy of the current UV Disinfection System has determined that its operation 
consumes more than 23,000,000 kWh per year.  This equates to the following: 



a. 14.6% of the entire C&C of Honolulu’s Electrical consumption 
b. 31.0% of the entire ENV operations electrical energy consumption 
c. 61.4% of the entire Sand Island Waste Water Treatment Plant consumption 



 
In turn, the fuel consumed contributes to air pollution discharges that are estimated 
in the table below based on EPA calculators as 
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Response:  The NPDES permit requires that the facility disinfect its effluent, 
however, the disinfection method is not specified.  The permit allows the Permittee 
to comply with the enterococcus limitations by 2024, which provides 10 years for the 
Permittee to reevaluate its current disinfection facilities and potentially opt for a more 
energy-efficient technology to comply with the permit requirements. 



 
Potential Factors for Consideration 
 
1. History and Permit Impact on UV Disinfection System – We understand that there 



was a provision in the existing permit that required installation and one year of 
operation to test the UV Disinfection system at the Sand Island Wastewater 
Treatment Facility.  The operation of the UV system was originally intended to 
reduce effluent impacts on the public in the event of an accidental discharge.  The 
test was to conclude at the close of the permit and a subsequent request was made 
to turn the UV system off as it had met its testing requirements. 
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For historical clarification and better understanding of the issues, we believe the 
following questions and thoughts should be considered and answered in 
deliberations on the issuance of the subject permit: 
 
a. Existing permit requirements and any changes or request for changes to the 



permit requirements that are driving the operation of the UV system. 
b. Under the subject permit, will the operation of the UV system be allowed to revert 



to the original stand-by operation?  What are these requirements and justification 
for this? 



c. Is there flexibility to consider additional monitoring and alarms to allow the UV 
system to be in stand-by operation? 



d. Are there any requirements that would increase the energy consumption of the 
UV system?  What are these requirements/ 



e. If the public contact levels would not be impacted by turning off the UV system, 
would the operation only be required to meet upstream requirements? 



f. Are there any requirements for other operational changes that would consume 
more energy?  What is the expected increase in energy consumption? 



g. Have the impacts (environmental and cost) of increased energy consumption 
been considered in the development of the subject proposed discharge permit? 



h. Has reducing the energy consumption of Sand Island facilities been incorporated 
into the development of the subject proposed discharge permit? 



 
Response:   In the Tentative Decision Document (TDD) regarding the Permittee’s 
application for a 301(h) Waiver, EPA examined enterococcus results collected at 
various sampling stations in the receiving waters surrounding the facility’s discharge 
point.  They compared sampling results collected prior to the operation of the UV 
system with results obtained during the one year study.  EPA concluded that 
“bacterial concentrations associated with the discharge of wastewater from the Sand 
Island outfall do not meet current water quality standards without disinfection.” 
 
The NPDES permit specifies enterococcus discharge limitations retained from the 
previous permit that the Permittee must meet.  The permit does not, however, 
specify how the Permittee is to meet the limitations.  The Permittee has discretion in 
determining the type of disinfection to use and when to use it as long as they can 
comply with the permit limitations. 
 



2. Potential Public Safety Risks – Air and Water Emissions 
 
a. Have reviews been conducted to determine the potential health risk impacts of 



increased air emissions from power plants that are a direct result of increased 
electrical consumption to meet these permit requirements compared to the 
potential health risks?  Hawaii Energy would appreciate reviewing any findings 
and conclusions from any reviews performed. 











Response to Comments on Public Notice NPDES Permit and Tentative Determinations 
for Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117 
August 20, 2014 



 
 



b. Are there any conflicting requirements in this permit that would require the use of 
the UV system to meet one requirement (such as levels leaving the plant) without 
any impact to meeting other requirements (such as levels at measurement points 
of contact)? 



 
Response:   There have been no reviews conducted to determine the potential 
health risk impacts of increased air emissions from power plants that are a direct 
result of increased electrical consumption to meet these permit requirements 
compared to the potential health risks.  Using UV disinfection does not make it more 
difficult to meet other permit requirements. 



 
3. Hawaii Energy Assistance 
 



a. Is there any item above that has not been reviewed and DOH would like to work 
with Hawaii Energy to determine a potential course of action to investigate 
further? 



b. Are there any other energy reduction modifications that Hawaii Energy could 
assess that would allow Sand Island to reduce its energy consumption while 
meeting the proposed permit conditions. 



 
Response:   The DOH is obligated to implement applicable water quality standards 
in NPDES permits for parameters for which the Permittee has demonstrated 
reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality criteria.  
The DOH acknowledges that energy efficiency is an important issue, however, it is 
outside of DOH’s jurisdiction to impose such considerations.  We encourage Hawaii 
Energy to work directly with the Permittee to determine an energy-efficient way for 
the Permittee to meet NPDES permit requirements. 
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as 
the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.   



A. Permit Information 



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility). 
 
Table F-1.  Facility Information 
Permittee City and County of Honolulu 
Name of Facility Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



Facility Address 1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, HI 96719 



Facility Contact, Title, and 
Phone Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Authorized Person to Sign 
and Submit Reports Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Mailing Address 1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 



Billing Address Same as above 
Type of Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Pretreatment Program Yes 
Reclamation Requirements No 
Facility Design Flow 90 million gallons per day (MGD) 
Receiving Waters Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean 
Receiving Water Type Marine 
Receiving Water 
Classification 



Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters 
(HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B))  



 
1. NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on 



November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted 
an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee 
reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional 
information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, 
March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013. 



 
2. The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to 



discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of 
issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions 
which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and 
Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes. 



B. Facility Setting 



1. Facility Operation and Location 



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on 
the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design average flow of 90 MGD and 
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provides primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in 
the Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to 
a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where 
screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, 
wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  
The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank medium pressure ultraviolet (UV) 
disinfection channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala 
Bay, Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17’01”N and 
Longitude 157°54’24”W.   
 
Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore 
and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 
3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 
3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge 
storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent 
contractor.    
 
Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s 
municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.   
 
Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  
Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), 
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.   



 
2. Receiving Water Classification 



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic 
enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 
         



3. Ocean Discharge Criteria 



The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant 
to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial 
sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean 
Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  
The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable 
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degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the 
Director proposes to issue a permit. 
 



4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List 



CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where 
water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of 
technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.   
 
On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water 
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii. 
 
The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any 
pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is 
reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been 
established for this waterbody.   
 



5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations 



a. Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data 
 



Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from 
Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 
through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.   



 
Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Flow MGD 2 2 2 76 98 149 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(5-Day) 



mg/L 1163 1603 2 1284 1344 1804 



lbs/day 79,3303 109,4213 2 64,6534 69,3274 107,5444 



mg/L 1195 1225 2 1286 1376 1616 



lbs/day 89,4145 91,5945 2 60,3616 66,0226 75,8276 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 30 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
287 



Total Suspended 
Solids 



mg/L 693 1043 2 484 594 904 



lbs/day 47,1873 71,1243 2 27,1944 31,5194 71,9504 



mg/L 485 505 2 496 536 706 



lbs/day 36,3495 37,4035 2 24,4346 31,8746 67,2746 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 60 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
717 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml 



8 8 18,0008 -- 16,4319 90,500 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L 2 2 648 10 10 10 
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1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 
2006 through June 2011. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.   
4 Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010. 
5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 



applicable until deadlines established in the 2010 Consent Decree.   
6 Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013. 
7 Data represent minimum percent removal reported. 
8 Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002. 
9 Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became 



effective in November 2006. 
10 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of 



chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve 
disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, 
the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data. 



 
Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Oil and 
Grease 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 21.9 79.1 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 12,154 44,355 



Total 
Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 9.5 18.3 



lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 5,192 9,881 



Fats, Oils, 
and Greases 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 12.5 63.8 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 6,962 35,777 



Temperature °C -- 2 2 -- 28.2 30.4 
Total 
Nitrogen 



mg/L 2 2 NA 24 29.2 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 13,351 14,339 -- 



Total 
Phosphorus 



mg/L 2 2 NA 3.153 3.723 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 1,7243 1,9423 -- 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 nor greater 
than 9.0 6.45 – 7.49 



Chronic 
Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia 
Dubia  



TUc NA NA 94 -- -- 46 



Chronic 
Toxicity –
Tripneustes 
Gratilla 



TUc NA NA 4 -- -- 1428.6 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 NA 0.38 0.0902 -- 0.308 
lbs/day 0.0052 NA 0.26 0.0532 -- 0.308 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 NA 0.18 0.037 -- 0.172 
lbs/day 0.0082 NA 0.12 0.0242 -- 0.172 



1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 
through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through 
December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not 



apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.   
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6. Compliance Summary 



The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, 
quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to 
April 2011. 
 



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History 



Monitoring Period Violation Type Pollutant Reported 
Value 



Permit 
Limitation Units 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0076 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0052 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.012 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.0082 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Enterococci 3 18,000 CFU/100 



mL 



March 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 117 116 mg/L 



June 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



October 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 116 mg/L 



February 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 118 116 mg/L 



March 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 125 122 mg/L 
March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 
May 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 



May 2011 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 119 mg/L 



1 Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent 
limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current 
permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed 
incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than 
necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have 
been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.   



2 Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 
times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 
through July 2011.     



3 Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 
through July 2011. 
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7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu 
Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree) 



On May 15, 1995, the U.S. District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a 
Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA 
violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and 
DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 
Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake 
specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, 
among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance 
and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental 
Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand 
Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court 
entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, 
all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 
(2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 
2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.   



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, 
the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of 
EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  
The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of 
facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later 
than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and 
interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance 
with secondary treatment standards. 



8. Planned Changes 



In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to 
complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  
The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows: 
 



Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines 
Deadline Requirement 



1/1/2019 Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with 
design. 



1/1/2022 Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed 
with construction. 



1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2025 



If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend 
deadline to no later than 12/31/2038. 



1/1/2030 
If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to 
phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and 



issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work. 



12/31/2035 Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for 
deadline extension was approved. 
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Extended 
deadline no later 
than 12/31/2038 



If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete 
construction of facilities by that deadline. 



 
The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet. 



C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 



1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54 



On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department 
of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; 
January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 
2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, 
the state anti-degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality 
criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor. 
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



 
2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55 



On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 
became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 
was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; 
January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; 
June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  
HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements 
for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.   
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55. 
 



3. State Toxics Control Program 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, 
that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential 
to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State 
Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity 
Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized 
in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based 
toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating 
water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit 
limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for 
specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.   
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Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the 
draft permit. 



 
D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications 



The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, 
non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the 
United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent 
limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish 
two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are 
required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 
40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been 
established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one (1) 
or more of three (3) methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be 
established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state 
criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 
2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria 
guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established 
using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern. 
 
1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 
40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable 
technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  
The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal 
technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards 
at 40 CFR 133. 



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based 
effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits 
based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary 
Treatment Standards. 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) 
established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned 
treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 
301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, 
meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the 
EPA Administrator. 
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Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment 
regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based 
regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the 
minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms 
of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), 
and pH. 



b. Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
 



During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance 
from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and 
TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent 
than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the 
facility from January 1993 through December 1997.   
 
On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 
301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  
On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application 
for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that 
the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply 
with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, 
and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, 
technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on 
secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described 
below. 
 
At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has 
established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by 
secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 
are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as 
technology-based effluent limitations. 
 



Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
Parameter Units 30-Day 



Average 7-Day Average 



BOD51 mg/L 30 45 
TSS1 mg/L 30 45 



pH standard 
units 6.0 – 9.0 



1 The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 
percent. 



 
However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim 
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, 
BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically 
states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final 
compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island 
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WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for 
TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final 
effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES 
permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent 
Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or 
monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of 
its applicable NPDES permit.” 



 
The Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the 
applicable TBELs until the deadline established in the Consent Decree. 



 
2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs 
for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that 
cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of 
a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a 
standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), 
permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state 
water quality standard.”   
 
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, 
when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in 
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving 
waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine 
WQBELs in the draft permit.   
 
Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there 
is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be 
established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), 
using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented 
where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for 
the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, 
such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative 
criterion, supplemented with other relevant information. 
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b. Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving 
waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



(1) HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life 
standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic 
pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations 
and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to 
implement these standards. 



 
(2) Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, 



Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration 
is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis 
(RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human 
health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect 
human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health 
standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of 
the two (2) will be used in the RPA. 



 
40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed 
as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are 
expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or 
translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to 
total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert 
the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable. 



 
(3) Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality 



criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  
A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  
The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to 
calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  
Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water 
hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable 
potential.   



 
c. Determining the Need for WQBELs 
 



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control 
all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable 
potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is 
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required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-
001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 was analyzed to 
determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA 
compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards 
in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving 
water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most 
stringent WQS.   
 
(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with 



WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines 
knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation 
with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the 
effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as 
the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent 
concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum 
receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then 
compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant 
has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water 
concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a 
high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of 
effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.   
 
Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances 
of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was 
conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent 
concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS. 



 
(2) Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data 



submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through 
December 2013.     



 
(3) Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the 



concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the 
receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states 
that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 
average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
human health standards for carcinogens.   



 
The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for 
limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for 
non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In 
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EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for 
Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA 
evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from 
February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for 
the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined 
that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was 
appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a 
conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee 
discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less 
conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully 
protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  
Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic 
of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” 
conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution. 
 
Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described 
within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 
103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption 
criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is 
appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as 
chlordane and dieldrin.   
 
On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the 
facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated 
Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient 
data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of 
concerns were identified with the submitted study: 
 



• The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the 
ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 
34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because 
density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have 
a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  
Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states 
that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the 
vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should 
evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site 
and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before 
selection a “worst-case density profile”.   



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
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• The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 
2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those 
used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely 
to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit 
initial dilution.   



 
• The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent 



temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how 
the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the 
vertical ambient water column.   



 
Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s 
September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been 
determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit 
development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee 
during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.   
 
As with the two previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee 
used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the 
Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 
through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns 
were identified in the resubmitted study, including: 
 



• The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using 
a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that 
impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity. 



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in Section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
 



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered 
fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis. 
 
DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent 
data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility 
operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable 
potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this 
case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately 
represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent 
ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of 
ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture 
conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.   
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Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution 
studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be 
representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the 
development of this permit.   
 
Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has 
determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for 
chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the 
average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for 
carcinogens.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate 
compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and 
reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  
However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving 
water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often 
problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving 
water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available 
dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to 
calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.   
 
However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for 
assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for 
Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an 
exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing 
monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an 
annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable 
WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the 
pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the 
ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists 
to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM. 
 
Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 
pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water 
quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not 
known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes 
limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent 
limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to 
conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe 
effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  
Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a 
ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation 
must be established that is protective of WQS. 
 
Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated 
for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data 
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annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable 
WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, 
assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not 
be granted. 
 



(4) Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from 
the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application 
Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution 
calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result 
of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 is 
presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations 
for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect 
available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in 
HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted 
for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only 
pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other 
pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.   
 



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results 



Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Antimony, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.6 0.054 15,000 No 



Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 1.5 0.031 36 No 



Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 294 0.44 0.018 0.038 No 



Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.13 0.008 9.4 No 



Chromium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 4.8 0.080 501 No 



Copper, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 40 1.096 3.5 No 



Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 10 0.449 1.0 No 



Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 19 1.728 5.9 No 
Mercury, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.06 0.0018 0.025 No 



Nickel, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 5.9 0.120 8.4 No 



Selenium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.2 0.387 71 No 



Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.80 0.030 2.7 No 
Thallium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 2.2 0.233 16 No 



Zinc, Total Recoverable μg/L 14 103 85 1.729 91 No 
Acrolein μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.045 18 No 
Benzene μg/L 14 294 4.8 0.104 13 No 
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Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate μg/L 14 103 1.3 0.013 16,000 No 



Chlordane μg/L 81 294 0.28 0.00164 0.00016 Yes 
Chloroform μg/L 14 294 1.0 0.0079 5.1 No 
Dieldrin μg/L 81 294 0.083 0.00101 0.000025 Yes 
Diethyl Phthalate μg/L 14 103 3.1 0.068 590,000 No 
Endosulfan Sulfate μg/L 14 103 0.0090 0.00021 0.0087 No 
Ethylbenzene μg/L 14 103 0.8 0.065 140 No 
Malathion μg/L 14 103 0.22 0.010 0.10 No 
Phenol μg/L 14 103 5.1 0.104 170 No 
Toluene μg/L 14 103 21 2.004 2,100 No 
Trichloroethylene μg/L 14 294 0.20 0.0041 26 No 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.023 660 No 
DDT2 μg/L 14 294 0.024 0.00019 0.000008 Yes 
Total Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1203 NA 150.00 No 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 6.53 NA 3.5 Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1.853 NA 5.0 No 
Total Phosphorus μg/L 20 NA 8.823 NA 20.00 No 



  



(5) Reasonable Potential Determination.   
 



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential 
cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these 
constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the 
lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become 
available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add 
numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue 
monitoring. 



 
Data for the following parameters was not available:  
 



• Dichlorobromomethane 
• Carbon Tetrachloride 
• 1,2-Dichloroethane 
• Bromoform 
• Chlorodibromomethane 
• delta-BHC 
• Acenaphthylene 
• Acrylonitrile 
• Anthracene 
• Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(a)Pyrene 
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• Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 
• Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
• Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 
• Butylbenzyl Phthalate 
• Chlorobenzene 
• Chrysene 
• Dimethyl Phthalate 
• 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
• beta-Endosulfan 
• alpha-Endosulfan 
• Fluoranthene 
• Fluorene 
• Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
• Hexachloroethane 
• Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
• Isophorone 
• Methyl Bromide 
• Methyl Chloride 
• N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
• N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine 
• N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
• Nitrobenzene 
• Para Chlorometa Cresol 
• Phenanthrene 
• Pyrene 
• Tetrachloroethylene 
• 1,1-Dichloroethane 
• 1,1-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
• Benzo(ghi)Perylene 
• Benzo(a)Anthracene 
• 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
• 1,2-Dichloropropane 
• 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
• Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 
• 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
• 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether 
• 2-Chloronaphthalene 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Nitrophenol 
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• Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
• 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine 
• 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Nitrophenol 
• 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• PCB-1016 
• 2,3,7,8 TCDD 
• Naphthalene 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 
• Benzidine 
• Vinyl Chloride 
• 4,4'-DDE 
• Aldrin 
• alpha-BHC 
• beta-BHC 
• gamma-BHC 
• Endrin 
• Toxaphene 
• Heptachlor 
• Heptachlor Epoxide 
• Methoxychlor 
• PCBs 
• Parathion 
• Demeton 
• Guthion 
• Hexachlorobenzene 
• Hexachlorobutadiene 
• Mirex 
• 1,3-Dichloropropylene 
• Chloroethane 
• Chlorophyll a 
• Turbidity 



 
(b) Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included 



in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) 
and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; 
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however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to 
collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential 
consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed 
in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.   



 
(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that 



chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable 
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water 
quality standards.  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft 
permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and 
ammonia nitrogen.   
 
The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the 
results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed 
WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia 
nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.   
 
The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both 
STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below. 



 
d. WQBEL Calculations 
 



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic 
life and human health.   
 
(1) WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a 



discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges 
through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; 
(3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge 
has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable 
potential can be calculated, as described below.   



 
(a) For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum 



effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality 
standard and the minimum dilution factor;  



 
(b) For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent 



limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits 
based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best 
Professional Judgment (BPJ); 



 
(c) For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most 



stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard 
and dilution; and  
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(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is 
equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor 
determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent 
limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ. 



 
(2) WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that 



the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of 
toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.  Limits 
based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day 
averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens. 



  
The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a 
submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the 
draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum 
effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after 
considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for 
non-carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens 
based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs 
established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below. 
 
(3) Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs 
 



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution 
of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  
However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations 
in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee 
does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily 
maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not 
justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for 
non-carcinogens to 103:1.  Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution 
of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation 
of applicable effluent limitations.    



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for 
the pollutants below. 



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm 



Where:  
RWC = Receiving water concentration 
MEC  =  Maximum effluent concentration reported 
99%ratio  = The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or 



calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the 
TSD. 



Dm = Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic 
toxicity standards and human health standards 
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for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for 
human health standards for carcinogens)    



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the 
applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are 
established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in 
detail. 



(a) Chlordane 



i. Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent 
applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health 
standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0649 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.044 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.67.  Based on a CV of 0.67 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.56.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.308 µg/L) x 1.56 x 0.0034 
=  0.00164 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.00016 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00164 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for chlordane. 



 
iii. Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using 



STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 
0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and 
a dilution of 294:1. 
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iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.308 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.077 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately 
comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent 
annual average effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human 
health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  
However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed 
Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of 
Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health 
water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, 
Chapter11-54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead 
of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality 
standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by 
the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on 
March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the 
new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  
This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an 
effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the 
incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  
Anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the 
previous permit if information is available at the time of permit 
reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit 
was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding 
that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has 
been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in 
Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using 
recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The 
dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available 
average dilution of 294:1.   
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Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a 
new design flow of 90 MGD, the Permittee will have a mass-based 
effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from 
October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual 
average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum 
annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the 
average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to 
result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the 
receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the 
new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water 
and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses 
will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is 
not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not 
expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the 
receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, 
and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.   



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation 
based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard 
for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



(b) Dieldrin 



i. Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 
0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0245 µg/L and a standard deviation 
of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 
81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described 
in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.73.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.172 µg/L) x 1.73 x 0.0034 
=  0.00101 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard = 
 0.000025 µg/L 
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The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00101 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for dieldrin. 



iii. Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using 
STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 
0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens 
and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.172 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.033 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to 
immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent 
limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for 
dieldrin may be attainable after the upgrades required by the 
Consent Decree have been initiated. 



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied 
because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at 
least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the 
previous permit.   



(c) DDT 



i. DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 
0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 14 data points for DDT 
(n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.46.  Based on a CV of 0.46 and 
14 samples, the 99% multiplier was calculated as 2.14.  As 
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discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 
for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.027 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.027 µg/L) x 2.14 x 0.0034 
=  0.00019 µg/L 
 



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.000008 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00019 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for DDT. 



iii. DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP 
procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality 
standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on 
the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, 
and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on 
the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.027 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed 
maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has 
determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual 
average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the 
previous permit was 0.018 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual 
average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual 
average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined 
that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitations.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied 
because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for 
DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001. 



e. Nutrients 
 



i. Ammonia Nitrogen 
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HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia 
nitrogen: 



 



Parameter Geometric Mean 
Value not to exceed 
more than 10% of 



the time 



Value not to exceed 
more than 2% of the 



time 
Ammonia Nitrogen 
(μg/L) 3.50 8.50 15.00 



 
As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to 
exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This 
finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving 
water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can 
consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”   
 
Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 
indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the 
receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below: 
 
i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for 



ammonia nitrogen. 
 
The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen. 
 



ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for 
analysis. 
 
Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the 
applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and 
constitute the decision unit for the analysis. 
 



iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are 
aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate 
annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the 
highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 
90 percent of the applicable WQS. 
 
The resulting geomeans were: 
 



Year Result (μg/L) 
2009 1.42 
2010 1.6 
2011 2.01 
2012 2.25 
2013 2.53 
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The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less 
than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative 
capacity appears to be present in the receiving water. 
 



iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, 
reports, and receiving water data trends. 
 
Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of 
assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented 
in Step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of 
increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee 
shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that 
assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the 
observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not 
due to a lack of assimilative capacity. 



 
Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, 
end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  
However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the 
previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have 
the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the 
ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and 
requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the 
edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent 
limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS 
exceedances within the receiving water.   
 
Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, 
with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal 
application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, 
the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as 
representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained 
in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation 
based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term 
average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant 
performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the 
interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times 
the MEC.   
 
A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has 
been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed 
over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based 
on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been 
established in this permit. 
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Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus 
these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit. 
 



f. pH  
 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water 
quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  
Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate 
compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  
The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times 
appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been 
carried over. 
 



g. Enterococcus 
 



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed 
in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water 
limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from 
shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal 
regulations at 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards 
for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA 
Section 304(a).  40 CFR Section 131.42(e)(2) specifies that the regulations 
established in 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) applies to waters of Hawaii 
beyond 300 meters of the shoreline. 



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 
1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a 
bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate 
contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely 
expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use 
coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5). 



The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as 
infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is 
consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in 
EPA’s TDD. 



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 
40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water 
may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus 
for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from 
pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate 
reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  
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Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA 
was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore 
antibacksliding requirements are satisfied. 



(1) Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a 
geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric 
mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  
Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the 
WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 
12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was 
exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the 
monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied 
as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit. 



 
(2) Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation 



waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the 
resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data 
from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 
80th percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 
16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of water quality. 



 
The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and 
operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with 
a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  
Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent 
limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with 
compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The 
enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based 
on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 
7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 
100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  
Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and 
installed the disinfection system.   
 
Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the 
waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be 
maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary 
to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the 
Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to 
achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not 
demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to 
accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum 
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daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has 
been carried over. 



 
Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the 
highest monthly geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the 
month of October 2006.  However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not 
come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly 
geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee 
can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation 
for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit 
establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the 
final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by 
June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for 
enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the 
previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent 
limitation may not be considered. 
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not 
limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge 
is not expected to immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final 
compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified 
treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred 
alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, 
and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 
 
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which 
requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment 
standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035.  The planning and 
construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 
2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already 
currently in place at the facility, the Permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL.  Or, the Permittee may revisit their choice in 
disinfection technology to meet demands for energy efficiency with the rising 
cost of the electricity required to run the current UV disinfection facility.  Full 
compliance with the final effluent limitations is required by June 30, 2024.  
This gives the Permittee time to plan and construct new facilities, if 
necessary, without allowing  
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance 
longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall 
specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no 
event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time 
necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a 
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treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for 
completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of 
reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.” 
The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, 
design, and the execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 
Consent Decree, as the acquisition of funding and contract execution can be 
challenging with government entities.  However, once the contract is 
executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current 
treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been 
established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim 
effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over 
the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean 
between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard 
deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed 
geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection 
system in November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not 
appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 
16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the 
observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 
16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current 
facility treatment capabilities. 
 
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot 
immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with 
the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date 
of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period 
for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has 
been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment 
capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.   
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean 
effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for 
enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous 
permit. 
 



h. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)  
 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic 
effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree 
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of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving 
water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion 
specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric 
WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  
An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures 
mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period 
of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth. 



The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at 
Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for 
Tripneustes gratilla. 
 
Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and 
December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an 
exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring 
results for T. gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to 
exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in 
the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as 
>1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between 
October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some 
months). 
 
A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  
For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of 
Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  
As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been 
revised to be consistent with the TST method using T. gratilla.   



T. gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, 
T. gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s 
effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T. gratilla is representative of toxic impacts 
on local species.   



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific 
Ocean, including T. gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with 
the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 
40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test 
procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit 
basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is 
further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast 
facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods 
and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.”  



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using 
T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) 
Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, 
Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD 
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Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International 
Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022). 



As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined 
for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and 
monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2). 



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated 
into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water 
quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 
(49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).   



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes 
a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing 
approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test 
species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.   



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration 
(NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 
100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 
is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.   



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable 
IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the 
applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution 
is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) 
waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s 
backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data 
indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely 
exceeding 357 TUc) with T. gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  
Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T. gratilla, an 
effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional 
pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being 
discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not 
expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the 
receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is 
consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 
303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1. 



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted 
(Outfall Serial No.  001): 
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IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor 



 =             100/103 



 =             0.97% 



For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be 
met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho): 
 
IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test 
result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” 
 
The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, 
respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the 
TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially 
decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s 
traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces 
the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory 
costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant 
improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing 
is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range 
of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect 
measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting 
appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test 
power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which 
significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 20101).   



 
Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide 
Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford 
effective protection to aquatic life.   



 
A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is 
protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) 
and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is 
consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding 
regulations. 



i. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations 
 



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 
requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where 
possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, 



                     
1 U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 



Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water. 
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mass-based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established 
where applicable based on the following formula: 



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 



40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs 
be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based 
effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the 
previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit 
required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, 
including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the 
previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during 
this permit renewal. 



The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit 
and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit. 



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS  



Parameter Units 



Effluent Limitations Contained in 
the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) (5-day @ 20 
Deg.  C) 



mg/L 1161 1601 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 79,3302 109,4212 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
30 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 



Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 



mg/L 691 1041 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 47,1872 71,1242 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
60 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 
1 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent 



limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  
City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree). 



2 Based on a design flow of 82 MGD. 
3 Based on a design flow of 90 MGD. 
 
Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants  



Parameter Units 



Effluent Limitations Contained in 
the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml -- -- 18,0001 -- 3,6052 18,0003 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Chronic Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia Dubia  TUc -- -- 94 -- -- -- 



Chronic Toxicity – TUc -- -- 4 -- -- Pass5 
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Parameter Units 



Effluent Limitations Contained in 
the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Tripneustes Gratilla 



Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L -- -- -- -- -- 47,894 
lbs/day -- -- -- -- -- 35,949 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 -- 0.38 0.05 -- 0.38 
lbs/day 0.0052 -- 0.26 0.037 -- 0.28 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 -- 0.18 0.0074 -- 0.18 
lbs/day 0.0082 -- 0.12 0.0056 -- 0.14 



DDT6 µg/L -- -- -- 0.0024 -- 0.094 
lbs/day -- -- -- 0.0018 -- 0.071 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L -- -- 64 -- -- --7 



1 Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation. 
2 Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through 
December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the 
Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible. 



3 Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply 



to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla. 
5 “Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet. 
6 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT,  4,4’-DDE, and 4,4’-DDD. 
7 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if 



the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is 
chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not 
applicable.   



 
j. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements 
 



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations 
that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent 
limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions 
contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 
40 CFR 122.44(l).     



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available 
which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have 
justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit 
establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane 
based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS 
used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in 
Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent 
with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent 
limitations are based on new information that was not available during the 
drafting of the previous permit.   
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The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based 
effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously 
authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design 
capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is 
directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as 
allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with 
Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these 
pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for 
antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 
402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of 
mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin. 



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as 
stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



k. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements 
 



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 
40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality 
of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific 
findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to 
accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the 
waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent 
limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the 
previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit 
by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids 
handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact 
sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to 
public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional 
antidegradation analysis is not necessary. 
 
The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 
40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water 
quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect 
the existing uses will be maintained and protected.   
 



E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements 



1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data 



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM 
Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria 
from 11-54-6(b)(3). 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 41 
 



  
 



 
Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data  



Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 1502 23,302 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.52 11,900 
Nitrate + Nitrite μg/L 5.02 110 
Orthophosphate 
Phosphorus μg/L -- 3,440 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 202 2,900 
Chlorophyll a μg/L 0.302 0.923 
Turbidity NTU 0.502 82.5 
TSS mg/L -- 38.7 
pH s.u. 3 7.0 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 4 2.38 
Temperature °C 5 26.5 
Salinity ppm 6 7,200 
1 Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010 
2 Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean. 
3 pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at 



coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or 
groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



4 Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation. 
5 Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions. 
6 Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors. 
  



2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data 



a. Shoreline Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from 
January 2009 to December 2013. 



 
Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations  



Station 
Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
CFU/100 mL 



S1 7.05 
S2 2.22 
S5 7.16 
S7 4.26 
S8 10.94 



Water Quality 
Standard 35 



1 Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by 
the Permittee from January 2009 to 
December 2013.  
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b. Nearshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 



CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 
R1 1.83 -- -- 123 14.6 -- 1.11 
R2 1.52 -- -- 121 12.0 -- 0.91 
R3 1.97 -- -- 115 10.8 -- 0.71 
C1 1.11 3.42 2.67 102 8.9 0.38 0.25 
C2 1.25 3.42 3.08 102 8.8 0.35 0.29 
C3 1.25 1.82 3.47 98 8.4 0.25 0.29 
C4 1.23 1.41 2.31 98 8.5 0.29 0.29 
C5 1.26 2.01 2.50 99 8.4 0.35 0.31 
C6 1.14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.0 3.5 150 20 0.50 0.30 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling 



points at each station.  
 



c. Offshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 



CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 
D1 1.30 1.62 2.84 105 8.50 0.25 0.26 
D2 1.39 1.28 3.74 107 8.67 0.23 0.19 



D3A 1.33 1.40 4.38 119 8.72 0.21 0.22 
D4 1.33 1.15 2.23 111 8.48 0.26 0.2 
D5 1.41 1.20 1.94 114 8.17 0.25 0.27 
D6 1.09 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
E1 1.31 1.79 2.41 116 8.35 0.24 0.23 
E2 1.32 1.85 3.36 110 8.75 0.27 0.17 
E3 1.35 1.62 6.53 120 8.82 0.22 0.21 
E4 1.69 1.94 3.23 103 8.44 0.22 0.18 
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Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 



CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 
E5 1.23 2.12 2.94 108 9.22 0.26 0.2 
E6 1.13 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.03 3.54 150 20 0.50 0.305 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom 



sampling points at each station.  
3 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton. 
4 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle. 
5 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom. 
 



3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations 



a. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility 
 



(1) The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the 
Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted 
thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open 
coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates 
receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not 
exceed applicable water quality standards.   



 
(2) Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters.”  As 



such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public 
water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational 
activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving 
water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.   



 
The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic 
Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft 
permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, 
dated December 30, 2005. 
 



(3) The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for 
recreational areas in marine recreational waters: 



 
(a) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public 



bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a 
geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 











          FACT SHEET 
          PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117 
          Page 44 
 



  
 



five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 
25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.   



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, 
the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as 
explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii 
Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water 
Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a 
regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State 
enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 
35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 
CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new 
standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved 
by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new 
enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new 
water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all 
marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the 
new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be 
insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. 



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established 
end-of-pipe is based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because 
State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the 
applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as 
receiving water limitations for the protection of human health. 



(b) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples 
per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



(c) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 
treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural 
public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be 
posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as 
temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count. 



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as 
described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, 
Section 11-54-8(b).     
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(4) As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for 
enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving 
water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been 
established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to 
be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 
300 meters from shore have not been established. 



 
b. Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 
 



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 
not to exceed the 



given value 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 
than 10% of the 



time 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 



than 2% of the 
time 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.50 8.50 15.00 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen  μg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 



Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 



Chlorophyll a  μg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



Turbidity  NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



pH standard 
units 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 
8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater 



from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may 
depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions. 



Salinity ppm 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic 
factors. 



 
The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for 
“Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater 
through Outfall Serial No. 001, as seen in the table above.   
 
The discharges from Outfall Serial No. 001 shall comply with the values listed 
in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at 
the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other 
pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.   
 
These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained 
from the previous permit. 
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c. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 
 



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) 
modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be 
located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and 
transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and 
beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for 
pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended 
Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the 
area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of 
the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for 
the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet 
along the centerline of the diffuser.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls 
to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance 
with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested 
that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the 
Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM 
requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the 
diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of 
the ZOM is located at Latitude 21°16’58”N and Longitude 157°54’21”W, with 
the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 
in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.   
 
(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses 



of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, 
and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The 
following findings were considered: 



 
(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the 



effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution 
and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are 
expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.   
 
Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish 
Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in 
the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long 
term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.   
 
An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled 
video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 
through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has 
not been negatively impacted. 
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Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver 
histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in 
Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the 
Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or 
microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the 
sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact 
on the health of the fish studied in the survey. 
 
Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence 
that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health 
or community structure. 
 



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum 
of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  
No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution 
would be negatively impacted by current conditions.   
 



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, 
F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological 
monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative 
impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.   



 
(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless 



the application and supporting information clearly show: that the 
continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not 
substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the 
public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable 
to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probable use of 
water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of 
treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of 
HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5): 



 
(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to 



southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people 
and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment 
facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or 
operation would cause severe hardship to the residents. 
 



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or 
contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or 
safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of 
illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that 
enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement 
of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore. 
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(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet 
applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, 
were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  
However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and 
capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS 
for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the 
operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No 
information is known that would revise the finding during the previous 
permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to 
the public. 



 
(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data 



indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  
However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent 
limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the 
effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual 
and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable 
technology-based effluent limitations.   



 
The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements 
in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).   



 
Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, 
pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  
These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.   
 
For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable 
water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include 
light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, 
EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  
As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring 
locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent 
with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM 
stations. 
 
The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified 
in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water 
monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to 
evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the 
applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this 
Fact Sheet. 
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F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  
HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES 
permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 
require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting 
monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to: 
 
• Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions 



established by the DOH; 



• Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of 
pollution arising from waste discharge; 



• Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, 
national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and 
other standards; and, 



• Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories. 



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement 
federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the 
monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.   
 
1. Influent Monitoring 



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and 
non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment 
facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent 
monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  
Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit 
in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  
The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of 
the draft permit. 
 



2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001 



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001. 
 



a. Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained 
from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM 
monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of said pollutants.   
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b. Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft 
permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable 
comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if 
the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia 
nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring 
requirements for other nutrients. 
 



c. Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been 
added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID 
monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.   
 



d. Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit 
to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based 
effluent limitations. 



 
e. Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the 



previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.     
 



f. Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, 
and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.   
 



g.  Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality 
criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be 
free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials,” and in 
the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is 
included as an attachment to the draft permit. 
 



h. Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to 
determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect 
data for future RPAs.   



 
i. Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are 



retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs. 
 



3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring 



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is 
required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent 
limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.   
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4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements 



a. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine 
compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters 
within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft 
permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of 
seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These 
monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included 
in Part E.1 of the draft permit. 
 



b. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at 
three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called 
recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, 
therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with 
specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.   
 
In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee 
to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and 
C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, 
C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have 
been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have 
sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old 
stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are 
retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
  



c. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations 
along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along 
the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E5.  All monitoring requirements 
for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in 
Part E.3 of the draft permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
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d. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 
 



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and 
temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments 
for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations: 
 



Location Station 
Name 



Number of Samples at Each Station 
(Including Replicates) 



Chemistry Benthic 
Organisms 



Nearshore 



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 



D3A 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



 
The previous permit also required monitoring at Stations C4, D4, and E4.  
However, Stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample 
sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from 
the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
requirements have been retained from the previous permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



e. Fish Monitoring 
 



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two (2) fish 
monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively 
affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the 
control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at 
FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the 
outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 
and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are 
located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, 
crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to 
strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to 
enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent 
data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when 
compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the 
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new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away 
from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements 
have been retained from the previous permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



f. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on 
an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that 
assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct 
a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the 
permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the 
term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.   
 



G. Rationale for Provisions 



1. Standard Provisions 



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit 
Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.   
 



2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.   
 



3. Special Provisions 



a. Reopener Provisions 
 



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set 
forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations 
based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water 
quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.   
 



b. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements  
 



(1) Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the 
Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which 
the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This 
requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail 
in Part B.2 of the draft permit.    
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4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities 



a. Pretreatment Requirements 
 



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, 
require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  
A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, 
which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and 
prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, 
standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed 
pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 
40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11-55-24. 



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and 
received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised 
program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On 
October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There 
are currently 6 non-categorical significant industrial users.   



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal 
regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment 
requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES 
permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to 
require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for 
controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease. 



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the 
CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more 
toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban 
area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The draft permit requires 
the Permittee to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements since the 
facility continues to operate as a primary treatment plant. 



b. Biosolids Requirements 
 



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and 
regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards 
included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the 
draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on 
the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other 
Hawaii POTWs.    



5. Other Special Provisions 



a. Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to 
submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This 
provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH 
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to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum 
treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the 
wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the 
draft permit. 



 
b. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised 



and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall 
be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the 
draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel 
trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from 
the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.     



 
c. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate 



power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  
This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if 
a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment 
operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in 
existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise 
control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source 
of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit. 



 
H. Public Participation 



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit 
in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their 
comments in writing either in person or by mail, to:  
 



Clean Water Branch  
Environmental Management Division 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 



 








			A. Permit Information


			B. Facility Setting


			1. Facility Operation and Location


			2. Receiving Water Classification


			3. Ocean Discharge Criteria


			4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List


			5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations


			6. Compliance Summary


			7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree)


			8. Planned Changes





			C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations


			1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54


			2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55


			3. State Toxics Control Program





			D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications


			1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations


			2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs)





			E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements


			1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data


			2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data


			3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations





			F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements


			1. Influent Monitoring


			2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001


			3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring


			4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements





			G. Rationale for Provisions


			1. Standard Provisions


			2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements


			3. Special Provisions


			4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities


			5. Other Special Provisions





			H. Public Participation
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 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE  
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM  



  
In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 



(33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and 
Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11-54 and 11-55, Department of Health 
(DOH), State of Hawaii, 



 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
(hereinafter PERMITTEE), 
 
is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named 
Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01”N 
and Longitude 157°54’24”W,  
 
from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 
 
in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that 
is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at:  
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/. 



 
All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to 



regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless 
otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable 
regulations in Title 40 of the CFR.  
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on 
____________2014. 
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will 
expire at midnight, ______________, 2014. 
         
Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014.  
 
  



____________________________  
(For) Director of Health  





http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/
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 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 



A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS  
 



1. During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting 
until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge 
treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited 
and monitored as specified below. 



 
Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Flow  2 2 2 MGD Continuous/ 
Estimate4 -- 



Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 
20 Deg. C) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 



Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 
   



MGD – Million Gallons per Day 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow. 
3 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results. 
4 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
 



Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



pH Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 s.u. 5/Week Grab 



Chronic Toxicity -- -- Pass3 Pass/Fail 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 



Chlordane 0.05 -- 0.38 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.037 -- 0.28 lbs/day 



Dieldrin 0.0074 -- 0.18 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0056 -- 0.14 lbs/day 



DDT4 0.0024 -- 0.094 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0018 -- 0.071 lbs/day 



Enterococci -- 3,6055 18,0006 CFU/100
mL 1/Day7 Grab8 



Total Oil and Grease -- -- 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab -- -- 9 lbs/day 



Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



-- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab10 -- 9 9 lbs/day 



Fats, Oils, and Grease -- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Calculate11 
-- 9 9 lbs/day 



Temperature -- 9 9 °C 1/Week Grab 
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Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Total Nitrogen 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Total Phosphorus 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 
(NO3+NO2) 



9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Ammonia Nitrogen 
9 9 47,894 µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite -- -- 35,949 lbs/day 
Turbidity 9 9 -- NTU 1/Month Grab 
Remaining Pollutants12 9 9 -- μg/l 2/Year 13 



N/A – Not Applicable 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
3 “Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit. 
4 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, and 4,4’-DDD. 
5 Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit. 
6 Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using 



approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated 
using a daily geometric mean. 



7 Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample.  
8 Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane 



Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, 
December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99. 



9 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results. 
10 Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 



24 hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. 
Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical 
results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting. 



11 Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons. 
12 The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining 



pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above.  Results 
shall be submitted by the 28th day of the month following the completed monitoring period - July 28th for 
the first half of the calendar year and January 28th for the second half of the calendar year. 



13 The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples 
may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1. 



 
2. For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, 



monitoring shall be conducted on the same day.  
 



3. All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the 
calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters 
monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two (2) months 
(i.e., for discharge parameters monitored once per week).  
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4. Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, 
nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day 
that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted. 



 
5. Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this 



permit shall be taken at the following locations: 
 



a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be 
taken: 
 
i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer; 
ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and  
iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be 



obtained.  
 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples 
shall be taken: 
 
i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment 



processes; and  
ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples 



of the final effluent can be obtained. 
 



6. Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus 
 



a. The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation 
for enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the 
following monthly geometric mean interim effluent limitation for 
enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001.  The interim monthly geometric 
mean effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the 
effective date of this permit until June 30, 2024. 



 



Parameter 
Interim Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 



Monthly Geometric 
Mean Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 
Enterococcus 16,431 CFU/100 mL 1/Day Grab1 
1 Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample. Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using 



Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus 
Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar(mEI) (EPA 821-R-09-016). 



 
b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final 



monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
Section A.1 of this permit.  These tasks shall be completed as soon as 
reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified 
below. 
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Task Compliance Date 
1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to 



comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to 
DOH. 



January 1, 2017 



2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives 
to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for 
implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with 
consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary 
treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree. 



 
The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all 
reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation 
for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on 
the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus 
specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2018 



3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice 
to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2020 



4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a 
notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and 
facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean 
effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this 
permit. 



January 1, 2022 



5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment 
processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final 
geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2024 



6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit. June 30, 2024 



7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of 
each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its 
compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance 
schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim 
compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable 
interim compliance task. The report shall further include status 
updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks 
and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving 
compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the 
final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 



Annually by January 1st 
and 14 days prior to 
each interim date. 



 
c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, 



the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance 
with the above compliance schedules.  If the Permittee did not comply with 
an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim 
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compliance task.  The report shall further include status updates regarding 
compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known 
potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim 
tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 
 



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance 
schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which 
the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage 
or take direct enforcement action.
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B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Monitoring Frequency 
 



The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 
24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures 
outlined below.  
 
For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee 
has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin 
sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall 
document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all 
attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period. 



 
2. Test Species and Methods 
 



The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using 
Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test 
Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, 
CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, 
RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD 
Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance 
procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods 
for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136,1995). 



 
3. Chronic WET Permit Limit 
 



All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the 
toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by 
the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using 
the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach is described in National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).  For any one chronic 
toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the 
null hypothesis (Ho): 



 
IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean 
response. 
 
For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used. 
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A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the 
DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported 
as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee 
shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. 
If a test result is reported as “Fail,” then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 
(Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit. 



 
4. Quality Assurance 
 



a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations 
and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual 
previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below. 



 
b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from 



a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC 
(for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of 
Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. 
The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent.  



 
c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described 



in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the 
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast 
Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995).  If the 
dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a 
second control using culture water shall also be used.  



 
d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with 



a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured 
in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference 
toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the 
same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.). 



 
e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be 



reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation 
of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance 
and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
(40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000). 



 
f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all 



test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee 
shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days. 



g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be 
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removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written 
approval by the Director. 



  
5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan 
 



Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall 
prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan 
shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured 
above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at 
minimum: 



 
a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would 



be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent 
variability, and treatment system efficiency. 



 
b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system 



efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used 
in operations at the facility. 



 
c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification 



Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside 
contractor). 



  
d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.  



 
6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process 
 



a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of 
toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall 
conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test 
method.  This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt 
of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit.  If the additional 
toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the 
Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency. 



 
b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity 



is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity 
tests using the same species and test method, approximately every 
two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period.  This testing shall begin within 
14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET 
permit limit.  If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic 
WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing 
frequency. 
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c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or 
B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 
14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate 
a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual 
Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction 
Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee 
shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall 
include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to 
investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the 
Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent 
the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions. 



 
d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes 



of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, 
EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: 
Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 
1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II 
Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and 
Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic 
Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation 
Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity 
(EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, 
the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of 
a TRE.  



 
e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the 



Director.  The TIE plan, at a minimum shall: 
 



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in 
developing TIE procedures. 
 



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data. 
 



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort. 
 



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program. 
 



(5) Establish a monitoring program. 
 



(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE 
effort. 
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(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE 
manipulations. 
 



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in 
evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such 
as pollutant scans for toxic effluent. 
 



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team 
conducting the TIE results interpretation. 
 



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive. 



The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director 
within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days 
of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE.  



 
7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results 
 



a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the 
toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test 
result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where: 



 
percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean 
response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100, 



 
and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for 
the IWC mean response and the Control mean response. 



 
b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing 



as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was 
conducted.  The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; 
the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all 
results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity 
test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations. 



 
c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) business 



days of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation.  This notification 
shall describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, 
identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by 
this permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no 
action has been taken. 
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8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity 
 



In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 
to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic 
toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; 
or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards 
applicable to chronic toxicity. 



 
 
. 
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C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA  
 



1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters 
 
a. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine 
recreational water: 



 
(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural 



public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed 
a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period 
between 25 and 30 calendar days.  No single sample shall exceed 
the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the 
site-specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level.  Marine recreational 
waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does 
not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test 
described above, shall not be lowered in quality. 



 
(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 



25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



 
(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 



treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public 
swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted 
where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to 
the enterococcus count. 



 
b. Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be 



measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this 
permit.  



 
2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters: 



 
a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for 



receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water 
Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012. 



 
b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that 



water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the 
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protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water. 



 
c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated: 
 



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which 
exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests 
listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director. 
 



(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on 
average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed 
in HAR 11-54(b)(3).  All State waters shall also be free from chronic 
toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or 
other methods specified by the Director. 



 
(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, 



on average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” 
standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average 
during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards 
for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3). 



 
(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, 



or other controllable sources of pollutants, include: 
 
i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom 



deposits; 
 



ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials; 
 



iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or 
detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to 
produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the 
receiving waters; 



 
iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, 



radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or 
in combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, 
plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any 
beneficial use of the water; 
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v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations 
which produce undesirable aquatic life; and 



 
vi. Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, 



such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; 
recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the 
cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 
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D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING 
LIMITATIONS 



 
1. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZID: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Light Extinction Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 
Turbidity NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



  
Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall 
be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit. 



 
2. Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZOM: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Total Nitrogen µg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen µg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 
Total Phosphorus µg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 
Chlorophyll a µg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



pH s.u. 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 
8.1, except coastal locations where and when 



freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater 
discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 



7.0. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from 
ambient conditions. 
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Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 



Salinity ppt 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or 
seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and 



oceanographic factors. 
1 To be evaluated on an annual basis. 



 
Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in 
Part E of this Permit.  The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table 
above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall 
be evaluated based on a calendar year.



 
3. Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation 



 
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring 
activities conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The 
intent of regional monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all 
monitoring partners using a cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize 
the pooled scientific resources of the region. The detailed plan for regional 
monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by the regional dischargers, in 
conjunction with the EPA, DOH, City and County of Honolulu, and as much as 
possible, other participating government agencies and private entities. The final 
monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its implementation.   



 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and 
analytical effort as required under Parts D and E of this permit, may be 
reallocated or modified to provide a regional characterization of the water 
quality within Mamala Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to 
the Mamala Bay. Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be 
coordinated so as to provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and 
statistical significance of monitoring results and to determine cumulative 
impacts of various pollutant sources. If predictable relationships among the 
biological, water quality and effluent monitoring variables can be demonstrated, 
it may be appropriate to decrease the Permittee’s monitoring effort.  
Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified if determined necessary 
to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the impacts of wastewater 
on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will improve the 
overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay.  
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This permit may be modified pursuant to 40 CFR 122.62 to incorporate 
changes to the monitoring requirements once a regional monitoring program 
plan has been developed.
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E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 



The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, 
and offshore stations, as described below.  



 
1. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with 
water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C 
of this permit.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



S1 Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 18’ 41.1”N 157° 53’ 21.4”W 
S2 Center of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 17’ 59.8”N 157° 53’ 02.7”W 
S5 East End of Ala Moana Beach Park 21° 17’ 14.8”N 157° 50’ 46.6”W 
S7 Kakaako Park  21° 17’ 34.8”N 157° 51’ 53.4”W 
S8 Fort DeRussy Beach Park 21° 16’ 40.6”N 157° 50’ 02.2”W 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring Frequency 
Enterococci CFU/100 mL Surface Grab 7/Month1 



Visual Observations -- Visual 7/Month1,2 



1 Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur 
between sampling events. 



2 Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of 
sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of 
sewage shall be noted on the log sheet. 



 
Inability to conduct shoreline monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous 
conditions which may endanger the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit. 
 
Monitoring results shall be reported in a tabular format as an attachment to the 
monthly DMR and include probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
2. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance 
with State water quality standards.  Sampling of nearshore stations shall be 
coordinated with shoreline sampling.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 
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Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R1 Keehi Lagoon (North) 21° 18’ 36.9”N 157° 54’ 17.2”W 
R2 Keehi Lagoon (South) 21° 18’ 08.7”N 157° 54’ 16.8”W 
R3 Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel) 21° 18’ 16.1”N 157° 53’ 42.8”W 



C1A Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 39.0”N 157° 55’ 28.0”W 
C2A East Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 21.7”N 157° 54’ 36.5”W 
C3A Outside Sand Island Park 21° 17’ 16.9”N 157° 53’ 34.9”W 
C4 Near Kakaako Park 21° 17’ 19.9”N 157° 52’ 03.3”W 



C5A Near Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 53.6”N 157° 51’ 24.2”W 
1 R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 



meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour. 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 
Stations 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



Transparency meters Secchi Disc R, C 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual R, C 7/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc R, C 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab R, C2 7/Month 



C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A. 
R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3. 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The 



parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from within 1 meter below the surface to 
within 2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station within 1 meter 
below the surface, mid-depth, and within 2 meters above the bottom. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in a tabular format as an attachment to the 
DMR and include probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.  
Transparency, visual observations, and enterococcus shall be reported monthly 
and all other parameters with quarterly monitoring requirements shall be 
reported quarterly. 
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3. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards.  Offshore stations shall be located using a global 
positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision 
that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



D1 Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport)  21° 17’ 23.2”N 157° 55’ 30.1”W 
D2 North West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.7”N 157° 54’ 35.4”W 



D3A Near North East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.2”N 157° 53’ 49.1”W 
D4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 59.3”N 157° 52’ 25.5”W 
D5 South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 37.3”N 157° 51’ 31.6”W 
E1 North (inshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 17’ 10.5”N 157° 55’ 32.8”W 
E2 South West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.0”N 157° 54’ 39.0”W  
E3 Near South East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.3”N 157° 53’ 49.9”W 
E4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 47.1”N 157° 52’ 33.3”W 
E5 Outside Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 22.8”N 157° 51’ 40.9”W 



1 D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) 
contour. 



 
The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 



 
Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 



Frequency 
Transparency meters Secchi Disc 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual 1/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab2 1/Month 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality paramete  



Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from within 1 meter below the 
surface to within 2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 Grab samples shall be collected at each station within 1 meter below the 
surface, mid-depth, and within 2 meters above the bottom. Results for 
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surface, mid-depth, and bottom shall be reported. 
 



Inability to conduct offshore monitoring due to inclement weather or hazardous 
conditions which may endanger the lives of the facility’s personnel shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in a tabular format as an attachment to the 
DMR and include probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.  
Transparency, visual observations, and enterococcus shall be reported monthly 
and all other parameters with quarterly monitoring requirements shall be 
reported quarterly. 



 
4. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for 
chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below.  The 
stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 
(C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). 
The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic 
monitoring.  The number of samples required at each station is as follows: 



   



Station 
Number of Samples at Each Station 



(including Replicates) 
Chemistry Benthic Organisms 



Nearshore  



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 



D3A 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic 
analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size 
analysis. 
 



Each station shall be monitored during the same calendar quarter each year 
sampling is required (years one (1) and two (2)) for the parameters indicated in 
Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and biological samples shall be 
collected and processed in accordance with protocols found in Quality 
Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: 
Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-004 1987).  
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a. Sediment Chemistry 
 



Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen 
grab sampler or other method yielding similar results.  Sediment samples for 
chemical analyses shall be taken from the top two (2) centimeters of the 
grab sample and analyzed for the parameters listed below, using methods 
developed by National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) 
National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality.  For 
metals, the Permittee shall attempt to achieve target detection limits five 
times lower than the Effects Range Low (ERL), or the concentration at which 
10 percent of the studies show effects. Analytical results shall be reported 
on a dry weight basis. 
 
Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and 
two (2) of this permit.  
 



Parameter Units 



Grain Size phi 
Total Organic Carbon percent 
Oxidation-reduction potential EH; mv 
Total Nitrogen mg/kg 
Acid volatile sulfides mg/kg 
Metals 
Aluminum mg/kg 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Beryllium mg/kg 
Cadmium mg/kg 
Chromium mg/kg 
Copper mg/kg 
Iron mg/kg 
Lead mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
Nickel mg/kg 
Selenium mg/kg 
Silver mg/kg 
Zinc mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene/Pyrenes µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
1-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 



44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 
110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 
153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 
183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
b. Benthic Infauna Analyses 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van 
Veen grab sampler.  A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of 
five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic 
organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen.  Organisms retained on the 
sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 
70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage. 



 
All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the 
lowest taxon possible.  Analyses of community parameters shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals per 
species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of species 
per station, and total numerical abundance. 



 
Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along 
with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community 
changes.  Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, 
standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate 
analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also 
be conducted.  Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to 
elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data. 



 
5. Fish Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore 
stations identified as follows.  Each station shall be sampled by hook-and-line 
or by setting baited lines or traps during the same calendar quarter each year 
as the nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring. 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



Outfall In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, 
centered on the given coordinates 21°16’58”N 157°54’21”W 



FR3 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 21°17’25.6”N 158°06’57.3”W 
FR4 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2 21°19’37.5”N 158°08’29.4”W 
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1 Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour. 
 



Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish 
parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, 
and wet weight (grams).  Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be 
recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); 
color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and 
submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise 
means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division 
of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in 
fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall.  A 
summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report. 



 
During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish 
species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue 
to be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish 
species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, 
akule, menpachi) and representative of fish caught by recreational and 
commercial fishermen near the facility’s outfall.  To minimize multiple source 
uncertainties, migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., 
many kilometers) shall not be selected.  For selected species, chemical 
analyses shall be performed annually on a composite sample of standardized 
muscle tissue collected from at least three individuals.  Chemical analyses shall 
be performed for pollutants specified in the table below.  After the third year of 
testing, the EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to 
include only those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) 
through three (3) of this permit. 
 



Parameter Units 



Total Lipid percent 
Metals 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
Aldrin µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 



1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 
49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 
114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 
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156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 
187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
6. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



a. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies 
minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, 
E-2, and E-3).  In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the 
presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based 
on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM.  The Study 
shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the 
receiving water for ammonia nitrogen.  The Permittee shall provide an 
analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where 
assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the 
ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard).  The 
analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to 
the ambient monitoring stations.  The analysis should demonstrate whether 
assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time.  
 
The Permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in 
order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the 
ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water. 



 
i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 



submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH.  The Work 
Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which 
minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time 
frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a 
discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact 
available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete 
the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify 
any known potential challenges to completing the study. 



 
The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work 
Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions. 



 
ii. Within two (2) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 



shall provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and 
provide any preliminary data and results available at that time. 
 



iii. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and 
results of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a 
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minimum and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and 
verifies the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen. 



 
b. In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 



to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information 
provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, 
revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR 
Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards. 



 
7. Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by 
March 31 of each year.  The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall 
summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall 
include, at minimum: 



 
a. A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of 



sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed 
and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.). 



 
b. A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each 



station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom 
sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.).  This ocean 
bottom information shall be recorded at least once per calendar year at the 
permit designated stations. 



 
c. A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or 



measurements.  A description of the sample collection and preservation 
procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report. 



 
d. A description of methods used for laboratory analyses.  Variations in 



procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to 
the EPA and DOH, before implementation.  All such variations must be 
reported with the analytical results. 



 
e. An in-depth discussion of monitoring results.  All tabulations and 



computations shall be explained. 
 
8. Protocols and Methods 



 
The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and 
analyses: 
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Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses 



Water quality samples (collection and process); 
sediment and biological samples 



Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) 
for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on 
Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-



004, 1987) 



Sediment samples handling 
Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis 
of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 



1981) 



Sediment Analysis 



NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for 
Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846, Method 8270 



Benthic community structure analysis Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) 



Fish tissue analysis 



Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) 
Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority 



Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from 
Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 



1986) 
 



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846 
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F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 
 



The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which 
impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless 
otherwise instructed by the DOH.  The report shall include, at a minimum, an 
evaluation of critical parameters, including the following: 



 
1. Flow; 



 
2. BOD5 loading; 



 
3. TSS loading; 



 
4. Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes; 



 
5. Growth potential of the service area; 



 
6. Impact of new regulations; 



 
7. Bypasses and overflows; 



 
8. Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and, 



 
9. Treatment capacity based on additional information. 
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G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control 
Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any 
subsequent regulatory revisions.  Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions 
place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not 
specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete 
the actions within six (6) months from the effective date of this permit or the 
effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later.  For 
violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to 
enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other 
appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA.  The DOH and EPA may initiate 
enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with 
applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA.  



 
2. The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under 



Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, 
appropriate, and effective enforcement actions.  The Permittee shall cause 
non-domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve 
compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the 
case of a new non-domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge. 



 
3. The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 



40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to: 
 



a. Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the 
pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1); 



 
b. Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and 



categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively; 
 



c. Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and 
 
d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment 



program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3). 
 



4.    The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements 
under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 
125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following: 
 
a. During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, 



as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) 
of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial 
users. 
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The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial 
users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at 
least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in 
accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan.  A second 
level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve 
timely compliance. 



 
Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  
As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users 
may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such 
cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and 
Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with 
the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will 
not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria. 



 
b. Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 



125.65(c)(1)(iii). 
 
c. Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable 



pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local 
limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to: 



 
(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each 



toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 
40 CFR 125.65; 



 
(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant 



loadings to the treatment plant; 
 



(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for 
pollutants requiring local limits; and, 



 
(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified. 



 
d. The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the 



following schedule: 
 



(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months 
after the permit effective date; 



 
(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 



12 months after the permit effective date; and, 
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(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement 
local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and 
EPA. 



 
5. The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for 



controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the 
adoption of this permit.  



 
6. The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its 



pretreatment activities over the previous year.  In the event that the Permittee is 
not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the 
Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and 
when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements.  This 
annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and 
is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be 
limited to, the following information: 



 
a. A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 



24-hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those 
pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water 
Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. 
This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with 
the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit.  The 
Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos.  Sludge 
monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit.  The Permittee shall also 
provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants 
which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference 
or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the 
techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136; 



 
b. A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the 



treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by 
non-domestic users of the collection system.  The discussion shall include 
the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, 
if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. 
The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant 
limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to 
existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass 
through; 



 
c. An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and 



addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed 
to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief 
explanation for each change.  The list shall identify the SIUs subject to  
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 federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are 
applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to 
local limitations; 



 
d. The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by 



providing a list or table which includes the following information: 
 
(1) Name of the SIU; 



 
(2) Category, if subject to federal categorical standards; 



 
(3) The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place; 



 
(4) The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year; 



 
(5) The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year; 



 
(6) For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, 



whether all required certifications were provided; 
 



(7) A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the 
violations were for categorical standards or local limits; 



 
(8) Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 



40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and,  
 



(9) Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to 
return the SIU to compliance.  Describe the type of action, final 
compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, 
if any.  Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into 
compliance. 



 
e. A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce 



pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs;  
 



f. A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment 
program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, 
changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, 
monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement 
policy, funding levels, or staffing levels; 



 
g. A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of 



pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and, 
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h. A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the 
program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 
40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii). 



 
i. Annual reports shall be submitted to the following agencies: 



 
(a) State of Hawaii 



Department of Health 
   Environmental Management Division 
   Clean Water Branch 
   919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
   Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
 



(b) Regional Pretreatment Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
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H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements  
 



a. General Conditions and Requirements 
 
(1) Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices 



 
(a) The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at 



a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by 
land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for 
further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable 
portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(b) Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is 



generated shall be considered to be surface disposal.  The storage 
site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 
40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62.  If 
the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time 
prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request 
to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing 
the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b). 



 
(c) The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 



50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 
 
(d) If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not 



listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit 
modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 
180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate 
disposal practice. 



 
(2) Duty to Mitigate 



 
(a) The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following: 
 



(i) All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in 
accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62, whether the Permittee 
uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party 
for further treatment, use, or disposal. 
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(ii) Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are 
informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 
503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(iii) Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate 



an underground drinking water source. 
 
(iv) Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a 



public nuisance. 
 
(v) Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional 



treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to 
keep sludge contained. 



 
(b) The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or 



minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the environment. 



 
(3) Other Conditions 
 



(a) The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit 
to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or 
disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted 
under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard 
is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a 
pollutant or practice not covered in this permit. 



 
(b) The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other 



conditions of this permit.  In the event of a conflict, those 
requirements more protective of the environment shall apply. 



 
(c) The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA 



independently of being included in this permit. 
 



b. Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 



(1) Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified 
below: 



 
(a) Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
 



Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B) No “Free 
Liquids”1 1/Year 











PART H 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 40 



 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 



Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) Test2 



2 1/Year 



Priority Pollutants3 N/A 1/Year4 



N/A = Not Applicable 
1 “Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095. 
2 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 



3 Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a). 
4 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(b) Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill 
or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant 
Growth) 



 



Parameter 



Limitation (Mg/kg) 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



0<
25



 m
 



25
<5



0 
m



 



50
<7



5 
m



 



75
<1



00
 m



 



10
0<



12
5 



m
 



12
5<



15
0 



m
 



>1
50



 m
 



Arsenic1 30 34 39 46 53 62 73 2 



Chromium1 200 220 260 300 360 450 600 2 



Nickel1 210 240 270 320 390 420 420 2 



TCLP Test3 3 1/Year 
Priority Pollutants4 N/A 1/Year5 



m = Meter 
N/A = Not Applicable 
1 The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with 



no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the 
active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line. 



2 Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table: 
 



Annual Production, Dry 
Weight 



(Metric Tons/Year) 
Monitoring Frequency 



0 - 290 1/Year 
(November) 



290 – 1,500 1/Quarter  
(Feb/May/Aug/Dec) 



1,500 – 15,000 6/Year 
(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec) 



>15,000 1/Month 
 
3 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 
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4 Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a). 
5 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(c) Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of 
Improving Plant Growth) 



 
The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater 
Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater 
Branch. 



 
c. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill 



 
(1) The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills 



that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1. 
 
(2) Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 



9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test). 
 



d. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites 
(Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving 
Plant Growth) 



 
(1) Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the 



general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without 
liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational 
standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits 
requested by the Director. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a 



groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify 
that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer 
contamination. 



 
e. Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the 



Purpose of Improving Plant Growth) 
 



The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management 
Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch. 



 
f. Notification Requirements 
 



(1) If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another 
state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting 
authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office 
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for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior 
to shipment. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and 



the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public 
health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the 
non-compliance.  A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, 
postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee 
becomes aware of the non-compliance. 



 
(3) The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not 



reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports 
are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit. 



 
g. Annual Report 
 



By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report 
on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the 
EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director.  The report shall 
provide the following information: 
 
(1) Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the 



usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons). 
 
(2) Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b. 
 
(3) If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the 



Permittee shall include the following certification statement: 
 



"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and 
toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have 
been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have 
been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination 
has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance 
with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine 
that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for false certification including fine 
and imprisonment." 



 
(4) If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following 



information shall be included: 
 



(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27. 
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(b) Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different 
from Permittee. 



 
(c) Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface 



disposal site. 
 
(d) Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by 



a groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and 
phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface 
disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination. 



 
(5) If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included: 



 
(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities 



preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's 
report, if submitted to EPA separately. 



 
(b) Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional 



quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing 
further treatment/blending prior to land application. 



 
(c) Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge 



(street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels. 
 
(d) Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification 



by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the 
sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate 
determined for each crop. 



 
(e) Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of 



non-exceptional quality sludge. 
 



(6) If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included: 
 
(a) Age of stored sludge. 
 
(b) Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude). 
 



(7) If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the 
methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and 
longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included. 
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(8) Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB 
Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:   
https://eha.cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx.  
You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login 
and password.  After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to 
locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. 
All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded 
e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements 
and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance 
Submissions Form, with original signature and date. 
 



(9) A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the 
following addresses: 
 



Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105  



 
Wastewater Sludge Program Manager 
Wastewater Branch 
Environmental Management Division 
Department of Health 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309 



  Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
 



2. Requirements for Receiving Sludge 
 



a. Approval 
 



Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the 
Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater 
treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a 
sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped 
to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters.  
 



b. Reporting 
 
The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and 
amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. 
The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs. 



  





https://eha.cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx
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c. Retraction 
 
The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's 
treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring 
results be in non-compliance with this permit, or the Director deems 
necessary. 
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I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Schedule of Submission 
  



a. Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 
 



(1) Effluent Monitoring Program 
 



Within 30 calendar days after the effective date of this permit, the 
Permittee shall submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program 
which complies with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval. 



 
(2) The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the 



following: 
 



(a) Sampling location map; 
(b) Sample holding time; 
(c) Preservation techniques;    
(d) Test method and method detection level; and 
(e) Quality control measures. 



 
The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the 
program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with the terms 
and conditions of this permit. 



 
Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved 
under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the 
compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge 
limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test 
procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection 
limit of the method. 
 



If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the 
Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the 
constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the 
method or a reference to a published method. 



 
2. Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements 



 
a. Certification of Transmittals 



 
Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07(b), with 
the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory: 
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“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with 
a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather 
and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the 
person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly 
responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted 
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for 
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or 
imprisonment for knowing violations.” 



 
b. Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal. 



 
Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future 
correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing 
of the document(s). 



 
c. Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results 



 
(1) All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample 



preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most 
recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. 
All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall 
be performed as specified in this permit.  



 
(2) In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall 



be reported as total recoverable. 
 



(3) Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report 
(DMR) form (EPA No. 3320-1).  The results of all monitoring required 
by this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct 
comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this 
permit. 



 
(4) For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting 



threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). 
As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in 
accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and 
must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is 
equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML).  



 
(a) The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte 



that can be detected with 99% confidence. 
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(b) The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to 
the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a 
specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific 
sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been 
followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML 
is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL. 



 
Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on 
DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between 
the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section 
on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during 
the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be 
reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”). 



 
(5) Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR 



form shall so state. 
 
(6) All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage 



and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water 
Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data 
base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA). 



   
d. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee 



 
If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein 
more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical 
methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall 
be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated. 



 
e. Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR 
 



The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically 
using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr. 
 
DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the 
month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins 
submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard 
copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director. 





http://www.epa.gov/netdmr
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f. Schedule of Submission 



 
(1) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Discharge Monitoring Report 1/Month 
28th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 
SIU Compliance Status 
Report 2/Year July 31 and December 31 



of each year 
Sludge/Biosolids Annual 
Report 1/Year February 19 of each year 



Pretreatment Annual Report 1/Year March 31 of each year 
Receiving Water Monitoring 
Report 1/Year March 31 of each year 



Wastewater Pollution 
Prevention Program Annual 
Report 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Initial Investigation TRE 
Workplan 1/Permit Term 90 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Work Plan 1/Permit Term 180 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Report 1/Permit Term 3 years after permit 



effective date 
 
Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this 
permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be 
submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise 
specified:  



 
Director of Health 
Department of Health 
Environmental Management Division 
Clean Water Branch  
 



All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be 
submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual 
NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: 
https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not 
already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to 
obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the 
Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to 
complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or 
DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a 
completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-





https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx
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Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original 
signature and date. 



 
Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be 
submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H 
of this permit. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 



Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as 
specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Shoreline Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Month 



28th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 



Offshore Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Quarter 



28th day following 
completed reporting 



period 
Offshore Sediment 
(chemistry and benthic 
organisms) 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Fish Monitoring 1/Year March 31 of each year 
Receiving Water data entry 
into STORET  1/Year March 31 of each year 



 
Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, 
to the following address:  



 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 



 
3. Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset 
 



The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for 
bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR  
Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions 
Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)). 
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a. Immediate Reporting 
 



(1) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 
contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally 
notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel 
become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after 
the event. 



 
(2) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, 
the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services 
at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the 
circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
(3) In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, 



if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, 
but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
b. Contact for Oral Reports 



 
(1) The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours 



(7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 
586-4309. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours 



to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard 
Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the 
State Hospital Operator at 247-2191. 



 
c. Written Submission 



 
(1) For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the 



Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee 
shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in 
Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's 
authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance. 



 
(2) The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its 



cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; 
if the non-compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is 
expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if 
any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent 
reoccurrence of the non-compliance. 



 











PART I 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 52 



 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 



(3) The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day 
deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and 
violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has 
been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the 
non-compliance. 



 
d. Other Non-Compliance 



 
The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not 
reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by 
Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the 
information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit. 
 



4. Other Reporting Requirements 
 



The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 
122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard 
NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit 
supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7).  
 



5. Planned Changes 
 



Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not 
covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the 
Director on a quarterly basis. 



 
6. Types of Sample 
 



a. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a 
randomly-selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes.  



 
b. "Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample 



aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the 
facility over a 24-hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; 
either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot 
must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the 
total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may 
be collected manually or automatically.  
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J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 



1. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised 
and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be 
developed and enacted by the Permittee.  Activities of this program shall be 
reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit. 



 
2. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power 



source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  All 
equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, 
flooding, and other physical phenomena.  The alternate power source shall be 
designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic 
testing.  If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall 
halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or 
failure of the primary source of power.  



 
3. This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES 



regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional 
conditions or limitations based on newly available information.
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K. LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS 
 



(See Figures 1 and 2)
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Figure 1 – Location Map
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Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations
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APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS 
 



Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Metals 
Antimony 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Arsenic 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beryllium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Cadmium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chromium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Copper 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Lead 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mercury 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nickel 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Selenium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Silver 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Thallium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Zinc 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pesticides 
Aldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlordane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dieldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDT 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDE 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDD 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha-Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endosulfan Sulfate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin Aldehyde 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor Epoxide 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Delta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Gamma BHC (Lindane) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toxaphene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1016 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1221 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1232 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1242 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1248 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1254 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1260 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Base/Neutral Extractables 
Acenaphthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acenaphthylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-
Chloroethoxy)Methane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Bromophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloronaphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chrysene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



1,2-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Diethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dimethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine  
(as Azobenzene) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluorene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobutadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachloroethane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Isophorone 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Naphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nitrobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenanthrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acid Extractables 
2-Chlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



P-Chloro-M-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pentachlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Volatile Organics 
Acrolein Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acrylonitrile Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bromoform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Carbon Tetrachloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorobenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorodibromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chloroform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dichlorobromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloropropane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichloropropylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Ethylbenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Bromide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methylene Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Tetrachloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toluene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Trichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Vinyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Miscellaneous 
Cyanide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Asbestos 
(Not required unless 
otherwise specified) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



2,3,7,8-
Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-
Dioxin (TCDD) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



301(h) Pesticides 
Demeton 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Guthion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Parathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Malathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mirex 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methoxychlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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From: Lum, Darryl C
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: Next Week TA Schedule
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 7:23:15 PM


Hi Elizabeth,
 
I’ll be in Colorado next week (8/11 to 8/14) at the nutrient workshop (assuming the approaching
 hurricane doesn’t close down our airport).  The following engineers will be filling in for me while I’m
 gone:


-          8/11/14 – Shane Sumida
-          8/12/14 – Marianne Rossio
-          8/13/14 – Scott Takamoto
-          8/14/14 – Ed Chen


 
Kris is going to be on vacation next week.  If the Sand Island permit is ok to public notice, I’ll ask one
 of the TAs to send it out.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.



mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov






From: Pascua, Noralin F
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:57:55 PM
Attachments: 20140813.Public Notice Transmittal - HI 0020117-08019PKP.14.PDF


08019PKP.14a.doc
08019PKP.14b.pdf
08019PKP.14c.pdf


Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB



mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov

mailto:dan.connally@pgenv.com

mailto:rtanimoto@honolulu.gov

mailto:cjaramilla@honolulu.gov
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PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE  
NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM  



  
In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, 



(33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and 
Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11-54 and 11-55, Department of Health 
(DOH), State of Hawaii, 



 
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
 
(hereinafter PERMITTEE), 
 
is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named 
Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01”N 
and Longitude 157°54’24”W,  
 
from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, 
 
in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other 
conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that 
is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at:  
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/. 



 
All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to 



regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless 
otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable 
regulations in Title 40 of the CFR.  
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on 
____________2014. 
  



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will 
expire at midnight, ______________, 2014. 
         
Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014.  
 
  



____________________________  
(For) Director of Health  
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A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS  



 
1. During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting 



until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge 
treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited 
and monitored as specified below. 



 
Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Flow  2 2 2 MGD Continuous/ 
Estimate4 -- 



Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 
20 Deg. C) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 



Total Suspended Solids 
(TSS) 



30 45 3 mg/L 



1/Day4 24-Hour 
Composite 



22,518 33,777 3 lbs/day 
The average monthly percent removal shall 



not be less than 85 percent 
   



MGD – Million Gallons per Day 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow. 
3 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results. 
4 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
 



Effluent 
Characteristics 



Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



pH Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 s.u. 5/Week Grab 



Chronic Toxicity -- -- Pass3 Pass/Fail 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 



Chlordane 0.05 -- 0.38 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.037 -- 0.28 lbs/day 



Dieldrin 0.0074 -- 0.18 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0056 -- 0.14 lbs/day 



DDT4 0.0024 -- 0.094 µg/L 1/Month2 24-Hour 
Composite 0.0018 -- 0.071 lbs/day 



Enterococci -- 3,6055 18,0006 CFU/100
mL 1/Day7 Grab8 



Total Oil and Grease -- -- 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab -- -- 9 lbs/day 



Total Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



-- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Grab10 -- 9 9 lbs/day 



Fats, Oils, and Grease -- 9 9 mg/L 3/Week2 Calculate11 



-- 9 9 lbs/day 



Temperature -- 9 9 °C 1/Week Grab 
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Effluent 



Characteristics 
Discharge Limitations1 Monitoring Requirements 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 



Total Nitrogen 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Total Phosphorus 
9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 
(NO3+NO2) 



9 9 -- µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 
Composite 9 9 -- lbs/day 



Ammonia Nitrogen 
9 9 47,894 µg/L 1/Month 24-Hour 



Composite -- -- 35,949 lbs/day 
Turbidity 9 9 -- NTU 1/Month Grab 
Remaining Pollutants12 9 9 -- μg/l 2/Year 13 



N/A – Not Applicable 
1 Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula:  
  lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 
2 Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit 
3 “Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit. 
4 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
5 Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit. 
6 Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using 



approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated 
using a daily geometric mean. 



7 Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample.  
8 Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane 



Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, 
December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99. 



9 The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results. 
10 Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 



24 hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. 
Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical 
results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting. 



11 Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons. 
12 The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining 



pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above. Results 
shall be submitted with the discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred. 



13 The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples 
may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1. 



 
2. For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, 



monitoring shall be conducted on the same day.  
 



3. All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the 
calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters 
monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two (2) months 
(i.e., for discharge parameters monitored once per week).  
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4. Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, 



nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day 
that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted. 



 
5. Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this 



permit shall be taken at the following locations: 
 



a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be 
taken: 
 
i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer; 
ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and  
iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be 



obtained.  
 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples 
shall be taken: 
 
i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment 



processes; and  
ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples 



of the final effluent can be obtained. 
 



6. Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus 
 



a. The Permittee shall immediately comply with the maximum daily limitation 
for enterococcus.  The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the 
following monthly geometric mean interim effluent limitation for 
enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001.  The interim monthly geometric 
mean effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the 
effective date of this permit until June 30, 2024. 



 



Parameter 
Interim Effluent Limitations Monitoring Requirements 



Monthly Geometric 
Mean Units Measurement 



Frequency 
Sample 



Type 
Enterococcus 16,431 CFU/100 mL 1/Day Grab1 
1 Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample collected between 12 noon and 3:00 pm. 



Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Membrane Filter Test Method for 
Enterococci in Water (EPA 821-R-97-004, May 1997) or ASTM D6503-99.  



 
b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final 



monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
Section A.1 of this permit.  These tasks shall be completed as soon as 
reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified 
below. 
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Task Compliance Date 



1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to 
DOH. 



January 1, 2015 



2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives 
to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The 
Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for 
implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with 
consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary 
treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree. 



 
The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all 
reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation 
for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on 
the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus 
specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2016 



3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice 
to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to 
comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for 
enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2019 



4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a 
notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and 
facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean 
effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this 
permit. 



January 1, 2022 



5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment 
processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final 
geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in 
section A.1 of this permit. 



January 1, 2024 



6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit. June 30, 2024 



7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of 
each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its 
compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance 
schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim 
compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable 
interim compliance task. The report shall further include status 
updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks 
and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving 
compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the 
final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 



Annually by January 1st 
and 14 days prior to 
each interim date. 



 
c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, 



the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance 
with the above compliance schedules.  If the Permittee did not comply with 
an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the 
delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim 
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compliance task.  The report shall further include status updates regarding 
compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known 
potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim 
tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus. 
 



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance 
schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which 
the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage 
or take direct enforcement action.
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B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Monitoring Frequency 
 



The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 
24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures 
outlined below.  
 
For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee 
has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin 
sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall 
document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all 
attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period. 



 
2. Test Species and Methods 
 



The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using 
Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test 
Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, 
CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, 
RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD 
Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance 
procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods 
for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136,1995). 



 
3. Chronic WET Permit Limit 
 



All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the 
toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by 
the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a 
single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using 
the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).  For any one chronic 
toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the 
null hypothesis (Ho): 



 
IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean 
response. 
 
For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used. 
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A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the 
DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported 
as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee 
shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. 
If a test result is reported as “Fail,” then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 
(Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit. 



 
4. Quality Assurance 
 



a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations 
and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual 
previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below. 



 
b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from 



a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC 
(for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity 
Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of 
Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. 
The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent.  



 
c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described 



in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the 
Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast 
Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995).  If the 
dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a 
second control using culture water shall also be used.  



 
d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with 



a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured 
in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference 
toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the 
same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.). 



 
e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be 



reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation 
of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance 
and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing 
(40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000). 



 
f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all 



test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee 
shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days. 



g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be 
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removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written 
approval by the Director. 



  
5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan 
 



Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall 
prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity 
Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan 
shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured 
above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at 
minimum: 



 
a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would 



be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent 
variability, and treatment system efficiency. 



 
b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system 



efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used 
in operations at the facility. 



 
c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification 



Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside 
contractor). 



  
d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.  



 
6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process 
 



a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of 
toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall 
conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test 
method.  This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt 
of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit.  If the additional 
toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the 
Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency. 



 
b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity 



is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity 
tests using the same species and test method, approximately every 
two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period.  This testing shall begin within 
14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET 
permit limit.  If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic 
WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing 
frequency. 
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c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or 



B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 
14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate 
a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater 
Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual 
Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction 
Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee 
shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall 
include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to 
investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the 
Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent 
the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions. 



 
d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes 



of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, 
EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: 
Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 
1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II 
Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and 
Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic 
Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation 
Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity 
(EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation 
(TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, 
the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of 
a TRE.  



 
e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the 



Director.  The TIE plan, at a minimum shall: 
 



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in 
developing TIE procedures. 
 



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data. 
 



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort. 
 



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program. 
 



(5) Establish a monitoring program. 
 



(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE 
effort. 
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(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE 



manipulations. 
 



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in 
evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such 
as pollutant scans for toxic effluent. 
 



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team 
conducting the TIE results interpretation. 
 



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive. 



The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director 
within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days 
of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE.  



 
7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results 
 



a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the 
toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test 
result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where: 



 
percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean 
response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100, 



 
and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for 
the IWC mean response and the Control mean response. 



 
b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing 



as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was 
conducted.  The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; 
the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all 
results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity 
test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations. 



 
c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days 



of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation.  This notification shall 
describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, 
and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by this 
permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no 
action has been taken. 
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8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity 
 



In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 
to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic 
toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; 
or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards 
applicable to chronic toxicity. 



 
 
. 
 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











PART C 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 14 



 
C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA  
 



1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters 
 
a. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine 
recreational water: 



 
(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural 



public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed 
a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period 
between 25 and 30 calendar days.  No single sample shall exceed 
the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the 
site-specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level.  Marine recreational 
waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does 
not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test 
described above, shall not be lowered in quality. 



 
(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 



25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



 
(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 



treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public 
swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted 
where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to 
the enterococcus count. 



 
b. Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be 



measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this 
permit.  



 
2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters: 



 
a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for 



receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water 
Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012. 



 
b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that 



water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the 
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protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, 
fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water. 



 
c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall 



not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated: 
 



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which 
exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests 
listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director. 
 



(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on 
average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed 
in HAR 11-54(b)(3).  All State waters shall also be free from chronic 
toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or 
other methods specified by the Director. 



 
(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, 



on average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” 
standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3).  All State waters 
shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average 
during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards 
for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3). 



 
(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, 



or other controllable sources of pollutants, include: 
 
i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom 



deposits; 
 



ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials; 
 



iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or 
detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to 
produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the 
receiving waters; 



 
iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, 



radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or 
in combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, 
plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any 
beneficial use of the water; 
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v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations 



which produce undesirable aquatic life; and 
 



vi. Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, 
such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; 
recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the 
cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











PART D 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 17 



 
D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING 



LIMITATIONS 
 



1. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) 
 



The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZID: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Light Extinction Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 
Turbidity NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



  
Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall 
be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit. 



 
2. Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 



 
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not 
cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open 
coastal waters beyond the ZOM: 



 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 
Total Nitrogen µg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen µg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 
Total Phosphorus µg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 
Chlorophyll a µg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



pH s.u. 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 
8.1, except coastal locations where and when 



freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater 
discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 



7.0. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from 
ambient conditions. 
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Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 



not to exceed 
the given value 



Not to exceed 
the given 



value more 
than 10% of 



the time 



Not to 
exceed  the 
given value 
more than 
2% of the 



time 



Salinity ppt 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or 
seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and 



oceanographic factors. 
1 To be evaluated on an annual basis. 



 
Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in 
Part E of this Permit.  The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table 
above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not 
constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall 
be evaluated based on a calendar year.



 
3. Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation 
 



The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire 
receiving water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any 
sources that may be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water 
Quality Standards.  Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the 
efforts of all monitoring partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design 
and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the region.  During these 
coordinated sampling efforts, the Permittee's receiving water sampling and 
analytical effort will be reallocated to provide a regional assessment of the 
impact of the discharge.  Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program 
will be coordinated so as to provide a more comprehensive picture of the 
ecological and statistical significance of monitoring results and to determine 
cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The Permittee is required to: 



 
a. Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water. 



 
b. Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the 



water quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water 
are being attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of 
attainment. 



 
c. Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels, 



instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, 
precision, and accuracy. 
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d. Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision 



unit(s) shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving 
State water.  



 
e. State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the 



decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are 
required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water. 



 
f. Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being 



measured. 
 



g. Develop the plan for obtaining data.   
 



h. Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will 
participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into 
the receiving waters shall be asked to participate.  



 
i. Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional 



monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are 
discharging into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating 
government agencies and private entities.   



 
j. Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the 



receiving waters within two (2) years from the issuance date of this permit.  
The final plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its 
implementation.  If an acceptable plan is not submitted within two (2) years 
from the issuance date of this permit, DOH will provide the plan that the 
Permittee must implement.  DOH will provide this plan to the Permittee 
within 2.5 years from the issuance date of this permit. 



 
k. Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring 



activities plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  
Regional monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at 
least one (1) year to account for seasonal variation.   



 
l. Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all 



of the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years 
from the issuance date of this permit. 



 
All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and 
EPA acceptance. 
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E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 
 



The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, 
and offshore stations, as described below.  



 
1. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with 
water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C 
of this permit.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



S1 Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 18’ 41.1”N 157° 53’ 21.4”W 
S2 Center of Sand Island Beach Park 21° 17’ 59.8”N 157° 53’ 02.7”W 
S5 East End of Ala Moana Beach Park 21° 17’ 14.8”N 157° 50’ 46.6”W 
S7 Kakaako Park  21° 17’ 34.8”N 157° 51’ 53.4”W 
S8 Fort DeRussy Beach Park 21° 16’ 40.6”N 157° 50’ 02.2”W 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring Frequency 
Enterococci CFU/100 mL Surface Grab 7/Month1 



Visual Observations -- Visual 7/Month1,2 



1 Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur 
between sampling events. 



2 Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of 
sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of 
sewage shall be noted on the log sheet. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in the monthly DMRs.  The DMRs submitted 
shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
2. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance 
with State water quality standards.  Sampling of nearshore stations shall be 
coordinated with shoreline sampling.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R1 Keehi Lagoon (North) 21° 18’ 36.9”N 157° 54’ 17.2”W 
R2 Keehi Lagoon (South) 21° 18’ 08.7”N 157° 54’ 16.8”W 
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Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



R3 Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel) 21° 18’ 16.1”N 157° 53’ 42.8”W 
C1A Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 39.0”N 157° 55’ 28.0”W 
C2A East Reef Runway (Airport) 21° 17’ 21.7”N 157° 54’ 36.5”W 
C3A Outside Sand Island Park 21° 17’ 16.9”N 157° 53’ 34.9”W 
C4 Near Kakaako Park 21° 17’ 19.9”N 157° 52’ 03.3”W 



C5A Near Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 53.6”N 157° 51’ 24.2”W 
1 R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 



meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour. 
 



The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 
 



Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 
Stations 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



Transparency meters Secchi Disc R, C 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual R, C 7/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 R, C 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc R, C 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab C2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab R, C2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab R, C2 7/Month 



C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A. 
R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3. 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The 



parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter 
above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below 
the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements.  The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 
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3. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 



 
Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards.  Offshore stations shall be located using a global 
positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision 
that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters.  



 
The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations: 



 
Station1 Location Latitude Longitude 



D1 Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport)  21° 17’ 23.2”N 157° 55’ 30.1”W 
D2 North West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.7”N 157° 54’ 35.4”W 
D3 Near North East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 56.2”N 157° 53’ 49.1”W 
D4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 59.3”N 157° 52’ 25.5”W 
D5 South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 37.3”N 157° 51’ 31.6”W 
E1 North (inshore) ZOM Boundary 21° 17’ 10.5”N 157° 55’ 32.8”W 
E2 South West ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.0”N 157° 54’ 39.0”W  
E3 Near South East ZOM Boundary 21° 16’ 43.3”N 157° 53’ 49.9”W 
E4 Outside Kakaako Park 21° 16’ 47.1”N 157° 52’ 33.3”W 
E5 Outside Ala Moana Park 21° 16’ 22.8”N 157° 51’ 40.9”W 



1 D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) 
contour. 



 
The following water quality parameters shall be sampled: 



 
Parameter Units Sample Type Monitoring 



Frequency 
Transparency meters Secchi Disc 1/Month 
Visual Observations -- Visual 1/Month 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L CDP1 1/Quarter 
pH s.u. CDP1 1/Quarter 
Temperature °C CDP1 1/Quarter 
Salinity ppt CDP1 1/Quarter 
Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units Secchi Disc 1/Quarter 
Turbidity NTU Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Ammonia Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Nitrate + Nitrite 
Nitrogen µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Total Phosphorus µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Chlorophyll a µg/L Grab2 1/Quarter 
Enterococci CFU/100 



mL Grab2 1/Month 
1 A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality paramete  



Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface  
2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals.  



2 Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, 
mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. Results for surface, mid-depth, 
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and bottom shall be reported. 



 
Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual 
observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters 
with quarterly monitoring requirements.  The DMRs submitted shall include 
monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any 
exceedances. 



 
4. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for 
chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below.  The 
stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 
(C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). 
The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic 
monitoring.  The number of samples required at each station is as follows: 



   



Station 
Number of Samples at Each Station 



(including Replicates) 
Chemistry Benthic Organisms 



Nearshore  



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic 
analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size 
analysis. 
 



Each station shall be monitored in August or September annually for the 
parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and 
biological samples shall be collected and processed in accordance with 
protocols found in Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods 
(EPA 430/9-86-004 1987).  



 
a. Sediment Chemistry 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen 
grab sampler.  Sediment samples for chemical analyses shall be taken from 
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the top two (2) centimeters of the grab sample and analyzed for the 
parameters listed below, using methods developed by National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality.  For metals, the Permittee shall attempt to 
achieve target detection limits five times lower than the Effects Range Low 
(ERL), or the concentration at which 10 percent of the studies show effects. 
Analytical results shall be reported on a dry weight basis. 
 
Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and 
two (2) of this permit.  
 



Parameter Units 



Grain Size phi 
Total Organic Carbon percent 
Oxidation-reduction potential EH; mv 
Total Nitrogen mg/kg 
Acid volatile sulfides mg/kg 
Metals 
Aluminum mg/kg 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Beryllium mg/kg 
Cadmium mg/kg 
Chromium mg/kg 
Copper mg/kg 
Iron mg/kg 
Lead mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
Nickel mg/kg 
Selenium mg/kg 
Silver mg/kg 
Zinc mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
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Parameter Units 



Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 
1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 



44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 
110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 
153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 
183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 



 
b. Benthic Infauna Analyses 



 
Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van 
Veen grab sampler.  A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of 
five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic 
organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen.  Organisms retained on the 
sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 
70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage. 



 
All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the 
lowest taxon possible.  Analyses of community parameters shall include, but 
not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals per 
species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of species 
per station, total numerical abundance, and biomass.  Biomass shall be 
estimated from wet weight measurements for the following taxa: molluscs, 
echinoderms, polychaetes, crustaceans, and other taxa. 



 
Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along 
with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community 
changes.  Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, 
standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate 
analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also 
be conducted.  Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to 
elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data. 



 
5. Fish Monitoring 



 
The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore 
stations identified as follows.  Each station shall be sampled annually in August 
or September by hook-and-line, or by setting baited lines or traps. 



 
Station Location Latitude Longitude 



Outfall In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, 
centered on the given coordinates 21°16’58”N 157°54’21”W 



FR3 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 21°17’25.6”N 158°06’57.3”W 
FR4 Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2 21°19’37.5”N 158°08’29.4”W 
1 Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour. 
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Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish 
parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, 
and wet weight (grams).  Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be 
recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); 
color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and 
submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise 
means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division 
of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in 
fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall.  A 
summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report. 



 
During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish 
species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue 
to be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish 
species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, 
akule) and representative of fish caught by recreational and commercial 
fishermen near the facility’s outfall.  To minimize multiple source uncertainties, 
migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., many kilometers) 
shall not be selected.  For selected species, chemical analyses shall be 
performed annually on a composite sample of standardized muscle tissue 
collected from at least three individuals.  Chemical analyses shall be performed 
for pollutants specified in the table below.  After the third year of testing, the 
EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to include only 
those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) through 
three (3) of this permit. 
 



Parameter Units 



Total Lipid percent 
Metals 
Arsenic mg/kg 
Mercury mg/kg 
DDTs 
2,4’-DDT µg/kg 
4,4’-DDT µg/kg 
2,4’-DDD µg/kg 
4,4’-DDD µg/kg 
2,4’-DDE µg/kg 
4,4’-DDE µg/kg 
Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT 
Aldrin µg/kg 
Alpha-chlordane µg/kg 
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Parameter Units 



Dieldrin µg/kg 
Endrin µg/kg 
Heptachlor µg/kg 
Heptachlor epoxide µg/kg 
Hexachlorobenzene µg/kg 
Lindane (gamma-BHC) µg/kg 
Mirex µg/kg 
Trans-Nonachlor µg/kg 
PCBs 
PCB Congeners1 µg/kg 
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) 
Acenaphthene µg/kg 
Anthracene µg/kg 
Benz(a)anthracene µg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Benzo(e)pyrene µg/kg 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene µg/kg 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene µg/kg 
Biphenyl µg/kg 
Chrysene µg/kg 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene µg/kg 
2,6-dimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 
Fluoranthene µg/kg 
C1-Fluoranthene µg/kg 
Fluorene µg/kg 
Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene µg/kg 
2-methylphenanthrene µg/kg 
Naphthalene µg/kg 
Perylene µg/kg 
Phenanthrene µg/kg 
Pyrene µg/kg 
2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene µg/kg 



1 PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 
49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 
114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 
156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 
187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209. 
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6. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



a. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies 
minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, 
E-2, and E-3).  In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the 
presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based 
on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM.  The Study 
shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the 
receiving water for ammonia nitrogen.  The Permittee shall provide an 
analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where 
assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the 
ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard).  The 
analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to 
the ambient monitoring stations.  The analysis should demonstrate whether 
assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time.  
 
The permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in 
order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the 
ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water. 



 
i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall 



submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH.  The Work 
Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which 
minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time 
frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a 
discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact 
available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete 
the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify 
any known potential challenges to completing the study. 



 
The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work 
Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions. 



 
ii. Within two (2) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 



shall provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and 
provide any preliminary data and results available at that time. 
 



iii. Within three (3) years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee 
shall submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and 
results of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a 
minimum and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and 
verifies the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen. 
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b. In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified 



to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information 
provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, 
revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR 
Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards. 



 
7. Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by 
March 31 of each year.  The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall 
summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall 
include, at minimum: 



 
a. A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of 



sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed 
and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.). 



 
b. A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each 



station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom 
sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.). 



 
c. A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or 



measurements.  A description of the sample collection and preservation 
procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report. 



 
d. A description of methods used for laboratory analyses.  Variations in 



procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to 
the EPA and DOH, before implementation.  All such variations must be 
reported with the analytical results. 



 
e. An in-depth discussion of monitoring results.  All tabulations and 



computations shall be explained. 
 
8. Protocols and Methods 



 
The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and 
analyses: 
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Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses 



Water quality samples (collection and process); 
sediment and biological samples 



Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) 
for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on 
Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-



004, 1987) 



Sediment samples handling 
Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis 
of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 



1981) 



Sediment Analysis 



NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for 
Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846, Method 8270 



Benthic community structure analysis Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) 
Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987) 



Fish tissue analysis 



Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) 
Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority 



Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from 
Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 



1986) 
 



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program 
for Marine Environmental Quality 



 
Methods for the Determination of Metals in 



Environmental Samples 
 



Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-
846 
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F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM 



 
The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which 
impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless 
otherwise instructed by the DOH.  The report shall include, at a minimum, an 
evaluation of critical parameters, including the following: 



 
1. Flow; 



 
2. BOD5 loading; 



 
3. TSS loading; 



 
4. Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes; 



 
5. Growth potential of the service area; 



 
6. Impact of new regulations; 



 
7. Bypasses and overflows; 



 
8. Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and, 



 
9. Treatment capacity based on additional information. 
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G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control 
Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any 
subsequent regulatory revisions.  Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions 
place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not 
specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete 
the actions within six (6) months from the issuance date of this permit or the 
effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later.  For 
violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to 
enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other 
appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA.  The DOH and EPA may initiate 
enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with 
applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA.  



 
2. The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under 



Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, 
appropriate, and effective enforcement actions.  The Permittee shall cause 
non-domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve 
compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the 
case of a new non-domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge. 



 
3. The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 



40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to: 
 



a. Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the 
pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1); 



 
b. Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and 



categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively; 
 



c. Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and 
 
d. Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment 



program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3). 
 



4.    The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements 
under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 
125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following: 
 
a. During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, 



as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) 
of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial 
users. 
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The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial 
users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at 
least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in 
accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan.  A second 
level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve 
timely compliance. 



 
Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  
As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users 
may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such 
cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and 
Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with 
the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will 
not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria. 



 
b. Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 



125.65(c)(1)(iii). 
 
c. Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable 



pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local 
limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to: 



 
(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each 



toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 
40 CFR 125.65; 



 
(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant 



loadings to the treatment plant; 
 



(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for 
pollutants requiring local limits; and, 



 
(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified. 



 
d. The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the 



following schedule: 
 



(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months 
after the permit effective date; 



 
(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 



12 months after the permit effective date; and, 
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(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement 



local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and 
EPA. 



 
5. The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for 



controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the 
adoption of this permit.  



 
6. The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its 



pretreatment activities over the previous year.  In the event that the Permittee is 
not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the 
Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and 
when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements.  This 
annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and 
is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be 
limited to, the following information: 



 
a. A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 



24-hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those 
pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water 
Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. 
This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with 
the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit.  The 
Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos.  Sludge 
monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit.  The Permittee shall also 
provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants 
which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference 
or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the 
techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136; 



 
b. A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the 



treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by 
non-domestic users of the collection system.  The discussion shall include 
the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, 
if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. 
The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant 
limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to 
existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass 
through; 



 
c. An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and 



addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed 
to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief 
explanation for each change.  The list shall identify the SIUs subject to  
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 federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are 



applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to 
local limitations; 



 
d. The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by 



providing a list or table which includes the following information: 
 
(1) Name of the SIU; 



 
(2) Category, if subject to federal categorical standards; 



 
(3) The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place; 



 
(4) The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year; 



 
(5) The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year; 



 
(6) For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, 



whether all required certifications were provided; 
 



(7) A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the 
violations were for categorical standards or local limits; 



 
(8) Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 



40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and,  
 



(9) Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to 
return the SIU to compliance.  Describe the type of action, final 
compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, 
if any.  Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into 
compliance. 



 
e. A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce 



pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs;  
 



f. A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment 
program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, 
changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, 
monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement 
policy, funding levels, or staffing levels; 



 
g. A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of 



pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and, 
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h. A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the 



program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 
40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii). 



 
i. Annual reports shall be submitted to the following agencies: 



 
(a) State of Hawaii 



Department of Health 
   Environmental Management Division 
   Clean Water Branch 
   919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
   Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
 



(b) Regional Pretreatment Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 
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H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements  
 



a. General Conditions and Requirements 
 
(1) Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices 



 
(a) The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at 



a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by 
land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for 
further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable 
portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(b) Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is 



generated shall be considered to be surface disposal.  The storage 
site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 
40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62.  If 
the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time 
prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request 
to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing 
the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b). 



 
(c) The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 



50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761. 
 
(d) If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not 



listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit 
modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 
180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate 
disposal practice. 



 
(2) Duty to Mitigate 



 
(a) The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following: 
 



(i) All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in 
accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, 
Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62, whether the Permittee 
uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party 
for further treatment, use, or disposal. 
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(ii) Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are 



informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 
503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. 



 
(iii) Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate 



an underground drinking water source. 
 
(iv) Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a 



public nuisance. 
 
(v) Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional 



treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to 
keep sludge contained. 



 
(b) The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or 



minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of 
adversely affecting human health or the environment. 



 
(3) Other Conditions 
 



(a) The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit 
to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or 
disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted 
under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard 
is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a 
pollutant or practice not covered in this permit. 



 
(b) The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other 



conditions of this permit.  In the event of a conflict, those 
requirements more protective of the environment shall apply. 



 
(c) The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA 



independently of being included in this permit. 
 



b. Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements 
 



(1) Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified 
below: 



 
(a) Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills 
 



Monitoring Parameter/Test 
Procedures 



Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B) No “Free 
Liquids”1 1/Year 
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Monitoring Parameter/Test 



Procedures 
Limitation Monitoring Frequency 



Toxicity Characteristic Leaching 
Procedure (TCLP) Test2 



2 1/Year 



Priority Pollutants3 N/A 1/Year4 



N/A = Not Applicable 
1 “Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095. 
2 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 



3 Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a). 
4 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(b) Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill 
or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant 
Growth) 



 



Parameter 



Limitation (Mg/kg) 



Monitoring 
Frequency 



0<
25



 m
 



25
<5



0 
m



 



50
<7



5 
m



 



75
<1



00
 m



 



10
0<



12
5 



m
 



12
5<



15
0 



m
 



>1
50



 m
 



Arsenic1 30 34 39 46 53 62 73 2 



Chromium1 200 220 260 300 360 450 600 2 



Nickel1 210 240 270 320 390 420 420 2 



TCLP Test3 3 1/Year 
Priority Pollutants4 N/A 1/Year5 



m = Meter 
N/A = Not Applicable 
1 The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with 



no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the 
active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line. 



2 Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table: 
 



Annual Production, Dry 
Weight 



(Metric Tons/Year) 
Monitoring Frequency 



0 - 290 1/Year 
(November) 



290 – 1,500 1/Quarter  
(Feb/May/Aug/Dec) 



1,500 – 15,000 6/Year 
(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec) 



>15,000 1/Month 
 
3 The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 



40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity 
Characteristic. 
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4 Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a). 
5 The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the 



pretreatment program. 
 



(c) Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of 
Improving Plant Growth) 



 
The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater 
Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater 
Branch. 



 
c. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill 



 
(1) The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills 



that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1. 
 
(2) Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 



9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test). 
 



d. Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites 
(Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving 
Plant Growth) 



 
(1) Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the 



general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without 
liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational 
standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits 
requested by the Director. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a 



groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify 
that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer 
contamination. 



 
e. Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the 



Purpose of Improving Plant Growth) 
 



The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management 
Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch. 



 
f. Notification Requirements 
 



(1) If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another 
state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting 
authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office 
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for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior 
to shipment. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and 



the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public 
health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the 
non-compliance.  A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, 
postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee 
becomes aware of the non-compliance. 



 
(3) The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not 



reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports 
are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit. 



 
g. Annual Report 
 



By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report 
on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the 
EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director.  The report shall 
provide the following information: 
 
(1) Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the 



usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons). 
 
(2) Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b. 
 
(3) If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the 



Permittee shall include the following certification statement: 
 



"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and 
toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have 
been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have 
been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination 
has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance 
with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel 
properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine 
that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that 
there are significant penalties for false certification including fine 
and imprisonment." 



 
(4) If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following 



information shall be included: 
 



(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27. 
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(b) Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface 



disposal site. 
 
(d) Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by 



a groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and 
phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface 
disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination. 



 
(5) If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included: 



 
(a) Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities 



preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's 
report, if submitted to EPA separately. 



 
(b) Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional 



quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing 
further treatment/blending prior to land application. 



 
(c) Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge 



(street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels. 
 
(d) Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification 



by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the 
sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate 
determined for each crop. 



 
(e) Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of 



non-exceptional quality sludge. 
 



(6) If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included: 
 
(a) Age of stored sludge. 
 
(b) Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different 



from Permittee. 
 
(c) Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude). 
 



(7) If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the 
methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and 
longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included. 
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(8) Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB 



Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:   
https://eha.cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx.  
You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login 
and password.  After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to 
locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. 
All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded 
e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements 
and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance 
Submissions Form, with original signature and date. 
 



(9) A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the 
following addresses: 
 



Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5) 
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105  



 
Wastewater Sludge Program Manager 
Wastewater Branch 
Environmental Management Division 
Department of Health 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309 



  Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
 



2. Requirements for Receiving Sludge 
 



a. Approval 
 



Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the 
Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater 
treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a 
sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped 
to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters.  
 



b. Reporting 
 
The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and 
amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. 
The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs. 
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c. Retraction 



 
The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's 
treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring 
results be in non-compliance with this permit, or the Director deems 
necessary. 
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I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 
 



1. Schedule of Submission 
  



a. Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs 
 



(1) Effluent Monitoring Program 
 



Within 30 calendar days after the effective date of this permit, the 
Permittee shall submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program 
which complies with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval. 



 
(2) The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the 



following: 
 



(a) Sampling location map; 
(b) Sample holding time; 
(c) Preservation techniques;    
(d) Test method and method detection level; and 
(e) Quality control measures. 



 
The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the 
approved program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with 
the terms and conditions of this permit. 



 
Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved 
under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the 
compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge 
limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test 
procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection 
limit of the method. 
 



If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the 
Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the 
constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the 
method or a reference to a published method. 



 
2. Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements 



 
a. Certification of Transmittals 



 
Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-07(b), with 
the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory: 
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“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments 
were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with 
a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather 
and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the 
person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly 
responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted 
is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and 
complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for 
submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or 
imprisonment for knowing violations.” 



 
b. Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal. 



 
Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future 
correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing 
of the document(s). 



 
c. Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results 



 
(1) All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample 



preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most 
recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. 
All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall 
be performed as specified in this permit.  



 
(2) In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall 



be reported as total recoverable. 
 



(3) Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report 
(DMR) form (EPA No. 3320-1).  The results of all monitoring required 
by this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct 
comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this 
permit. 



 
(4) For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting 



threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). 
As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in 
accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and 
must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is 
equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML).  



 
(a) The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte 



that can be detected with 99% confidence. 
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(b) The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to 



the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a 
specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific 
sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been 
followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML 
is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL. 



 
Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on 
DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between 
the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section 
on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during 
the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be 
reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”). 



 
(5) Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR 



form shall so state. 
 
(6) All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage 



and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water 
Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data 
base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA). 



   
d. Additional Monitoring by the Permittee 



 
If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein 
more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical 
methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall 
be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the 
DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated. 



 
e. Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR 
 



The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically 
using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr. 
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DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the 
month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins 
submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard 
copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director. 



 
f. Schedule of Submission 



 
(1) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Discharge Monitoring Report 1/Month 
28th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 
SIU Compliance Status 
Report 2/Year July 31 and December 31 



of each year 
Sludge/Biosolids Annual 
Report 1/Year February 19 of each year 



Pretreatment Annual Report 1/Year February 28 of each year 
Receiving Water Monitoring 
Report 1/Year March 31 of each year 



Wastewater Pollution 
Prevention Program Annual 
Report 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Initial Investigation TRE 
Workplan 1/Permit Term 90 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Work Plan 1/Permit Term 180 days after permit 



effective date 
ZOM Dilution Analysis Study 
Report 1/Permit Term 3 years after permit 



effective date 
 
Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this 
permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be 
submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise 
specified:  



 
Director of Health 
Department of Health 
Environmental Management Division 
Clean Water Branch  
 



All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be 
submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual 
NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). 
This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: 
https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not 
already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to 
obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the 
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Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to 
complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or 
DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a 
completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-
Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original 
signature and date. 



 
Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be 
submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H 
of this permit. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 



Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as 
specified below. 



 
Report Reporting Period Report Due Date 



Shoreline Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Month 



15th day of the month 
following completed 



reporting period 



Offshore Water Quality 
Monitoring 1/Quarter 



90th day following 
completed reporting 



period 
Offshore Sediment 
(chemistry and benthic 
organisms) 



1/Year March 31 of each year 



Fish Monitoring 1/Year March 31 of each year 
Receiving Water data entry 
into STORET  1/Year March 31 of each year 



 
Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, 
to the following address:  



 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2 
75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA  94105 



 
3. Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset 
 



The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for 
bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR  
Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions 
Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)). 
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a. Immediate Reporting 



 
(1) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally 
notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel 
become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after 
the event. 



 
(2) In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or 



contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, 
the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services 
at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the 
circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
(3) In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, 



if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, 
but no later than 24 hours after the event. 



 
b. Contact for Oral Reports 



 
(1) The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours 



(7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 
586-4309. 



 
(2) The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours 



to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard 
Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the 
State Hospital Operator at 247-2191. 



 
c. Written Submission 



 
(1) For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the 



Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee 
shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in 
Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's 
authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance. 



 
(2) The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its 



cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; 
if the non-compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is 
expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if 
any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent 
reoccurrence of the non-compliance. 
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(3) The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day 



deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and 
violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has 
been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the 
Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the 
non-compliance. 



 
d. Other Non-Compliance 



 
The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not 
reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by 
Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the 
information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit. 
 



4. Other Reporting Requirements 
 



The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 
122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard 
NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit 
supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7).  
 



5. Planned Changes 
 



Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not 
covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the 
Director on a quarterly basis. 



 
6. Types of Sample 
 



a. "Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a 
randomly-selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes.  



 
b. "Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample 



aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the 
facility over a 24-hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; 
either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot 
must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the 
total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may 
be collected manually or automatically.  
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J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS 
 



1. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised 
and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be 
developed and enacted by the Permittee.  Activities of this program shall be 
reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit. 



 
2. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power 



source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  All 
equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, 
flooding, and other physical phenomena.  The alternate power source shall be 
designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic 
testing.  If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall 
halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or 
failure of the primary source of power.  



 
3. This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES 



regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional 
conditions or limitations based on newly available information.
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K. LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS 
 



(See Figures 1 and 2)
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Figure 1 – Location Map



 PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT 
 August 20, 2014 











PART K 
PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
Page 56 



 



 
Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations
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APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS 
 



Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Metals 
Antimony 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Arsenic 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beryllium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Cadmium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chromium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Copper 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Lead 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mercury 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nickel 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Selenium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Silver 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Thallium 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Zinc 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pesticides 
Aldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlordane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dieldrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDT 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDE 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,4’-DDD 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha-Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta Endosulfan 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endosulfan Sulfate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Endrin Aldehyde 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Heptachlor Epoxide 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Alpha BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Beta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Delta BHC 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Gamma BHC (Lindane) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toxaphene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1016 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1221 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1232 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1242 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1248 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1254 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
PCB 1260 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Base/Neutral Extractables 
Acenaphthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acenaphthylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(a)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-
Chloroethoxy)Methane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Bromophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Butyl Benzyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloronaphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chrysene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl 
Ether 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



1,2-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
3,3-Dichlorobenzidine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Diethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dimethyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Di-N-Butyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Diphenylhydrazine  
(as Azobenzene) 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 



Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluoranthene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Fluorene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorobutadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Hexachloroethane 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Isophorone 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Naphthalene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Nitrobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenanthrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pyrene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acid Extractables 
2-Chlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dimethylphenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4-Dinitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
4-Nitrophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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Discharge Parameter Sample Type Analytical Method 



P-Chloro-M-Cresol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Pentachlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Phenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Volatile Organics 
Acrolein Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Acrylonitrile Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Benzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Bromoform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Carbon Tetrachloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorobenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chlorodibromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Chloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
hloroform Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Dichlorobromomethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Dichloropropane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,3-Dichloropropylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Ethylbenzene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Bromide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Tetrachloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Toluene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Trichloroethylene Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Vinyl Chloride Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Miscellaneous 
Cyanide Grab As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Asbestos 
(Not required unless 
otherwise specified) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



2,3,7,8-
Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-
Dioxin (TCDD) 



24-Hour Composite 
As specified in 40 CFR 136 



301(h) Pesticides 
Demeton 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Guthion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Parathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Malathion 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Mirex 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
Methoxychlor 24-Hour Composite As specified in 40 CFR 136 
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			A. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS


			B. WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS


			1. Monitoring Frequency


			The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures outlined below.


			For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall document its efforts, comm...


			2. Test Species and Methods


			The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by Georg...


			3. Chronic WET Permit Limit


			All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director.  For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent co...


			IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.


			For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used.


			A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the DMR form.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” on the DMR form.  To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee shall follow th...


			4. Quality Assurance


			a. Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual previously referenced.  Additional requirements are specified below.


			b. This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC (for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significan...


			c. Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-9...


			d. If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with a reference toxicant shall be conducted.  If organisms are cultured in-house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient.  Reference toxicant tests and effluent toxicit...


			e. All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)...


			f. If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days.


			g.  If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written approval by the Director.


			5. Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan


			Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review.  This plan shall include steps the P...


			a. A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and treatment system efficiency.


			b. A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used in operations at the facility.


			c. An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside contractor).


			d. A flow chart of the workplan steps.


			6. Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process


			a. If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test method.  This toxicity test shal...


			b. If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity tests using the same species and test method, approximately every two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period...


			c. If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate a TRE using, according to the type...


			d. The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Pr...


			e. Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the Director.  The TIE plan, at a minimum shall:


			7. Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results


			a. The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where:


			percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100,


			and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for the IWC mean response and the Control mean response.


			b. The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted.  The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; the dates of sample co...


			c. The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation.  This notification shall describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, and correc...


			8. Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity





			C. WATER QUALITY CRITERIA


			2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters:





			D. ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING LIMITATIONS


			E. RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS


			F. WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM


			G. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS


			H. SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS


			You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and password.  After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a C...


			I. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS


			1. Schedule of Submission


			The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr.





			J. SPECIAL CONDITIONS
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FACILITY: SAND ISLAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
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City and County of Honolulu 
Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as 
the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.   



A. Permit Information 



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility). 
 
Table F-1.  Facility Information 
Permittee City and County of Honolulu 
Name of Facility Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant 



Facility Address 1350 Sand Island Parkway 
Honolulu, HI 96707 



Facility Contact, Title, and 
Phone Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Authorized Person to Sign 
and Submit Reports Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481 



Mailing Address 1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308 
Kapolei, HI 96707 



Billing Address Same as above 
Type of Facility Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Pretreatment Program Yes 
Reclamation Requirements No 
Facility Design Flow 90 million gallons per day (MGD) 
Receiving Waters Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean 
Receiving Water Type Marine 
Receiving Water 
Classification 



Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters 
(HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B))  



 
1. NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on 



November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted 
an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee 
reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional 
information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, 
March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013. 



 
2. The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to 



discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of 
issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions 
which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and 
Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes. 



B. Facility Setting 



1. Facility Operation and Location 



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on 
the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides 
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primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the 
Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to 
a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where 
screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, 
wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  
The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection 
channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, 
Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17’01”N and 
Longitude 157°54’24”W.   
 
Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore 
and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 
3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 
3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge 
storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent 
contractor.    
 
Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s 
municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.   
 
Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  
Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), 
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.   



 
2. Receiving Water Classification 



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic 
enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 
         



3. Ocean Discharge Criteria 



The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant 
to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial 
sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean 
Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  
The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable 
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degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the 
Director proposes to issue a permit. 
 



4. Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List 



CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where 
water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of 
technology-based effluent limitations on point sources.   
 
On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water 
Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List 
of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii. 
 
The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any 
pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is 
reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been 
established for this waterbody.   
 



5. Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations 



a. Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data 
 



Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from 
Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 
through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.   



 
Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Flow MGD 2 2 2 76 98 149 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(5-Day) 



mg/L 1163 1603 2 1284 1344 1804 



lbs/day 79,3303 109,4213 2 64,6534 69,3274 107,5444 



mg/L 1195 1225 2 1286 1376 1616 



lbs/day 89,4145 91,5945 2 60,3616 66,0226 75,8276 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 30 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
287 



Total Suspended 
Solids 



mg/L 693 1043 2 484 594 904 



lbs/day 47,1873 71,1243 2 27,1944 31,5194 71,9504 



mg/L 485 505 2 496 536 706 



lbs/day 36,3495 37,4035 2 24,4346 31,8746 67,2746 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less 
than 60 percent removal 



efficiency from influent stream. 
717 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml 



8 8 18,0008 -- 16,4319 90,500 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L 2 2 648 10 10 10 
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1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 



2006 through June 2011. 
2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.   
4 Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010. 
5 Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are 



applicable until deadlines established in the 2010 Consent Decree.   
6 Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013. 
7 Data represent minimum percent removal reported. 
8 Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002. 
9 Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became 



effective in November 2006. 
10 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of 



chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve 
disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, 
the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data. 



 
Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001 



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitation Reported Data1 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Oil and 
Grease 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 21.9 79.1 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 12,154 44,355 



Total 
Petroleum 
Hydrocarbons 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 9.5 18.3 



lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 5,192 9,881 



Fats, Oils, 
and Greases 



mg/L -- 2 2 -- 12.5 63.8 
lbs/day -- 2 2 -- 6,962 35,777 



Temperature °C -- 2 2 -- 28.2 30.4 
Total 
Nitrogen 



mg/L 2 2 NA 24 29.2 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 13,351 14,339 -- 



Total 
Phosphorus 



mg/L 2 2 NA 3.153 3.723 -- 
lbs/day 2 2 NA 1,7243 1,9423 -- 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 nor greater 
than 9.0 6.45 – 7.49 



Chronic 
Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia 
Dubia  



TUc NA NA 94 -- -- 46 



Chronic 
Toxicity –
Tripneustes 
Gratilla 



TUc NA NA 4 -- -- 1428.6 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 NA 0.38 0.0902 -- 0.308 
lbs/day 0.0052 NA 0.26 0.0532 -- 0.308 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 NA 0.18 0.037 -- 0.172 
lbs/day 0.0082 NA 0.12 0.0242 -- 0.172 



1 Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 
through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through 
December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006. 



2 No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required. 
3 Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not 



apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.   
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6. Compliance Summary 



The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, 
quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to 
April 2011. 
 



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History 



Monitoring Period Violation Type Pollutant Reported 
Value 



Permit 
Limitation Units 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0076 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Chlordane 1 0.0052 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.012 µg/L 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Dieldrin 2 0.0082 lbs/day 



October 2006 – July 
2011 Annual Average Enterococci 3 18,000 CFU/100 



mL 



March 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 117 116 mg/L 



June 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



October 2007 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 116 mg/L 



February 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 118 116 mg/L 



March 2010 Monthly 
Average BOD5 119 116 mg/L 



March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 125 122 mg/L 
March 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 
May 2011 Weekly Average BOD5 124 122 mg/L 



May 2011 Monthly 
Average BOD5 120 119 mg/L 



1 Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent 
limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current 
permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed 
incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than 
necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have 
been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.   



2 Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 
times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 
through July 2011.     



3 Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 
through July 2011. 
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7. December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu 
Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree) 



On May 15, 1995, the U.S. District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a 
Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA 
violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and 
DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 
Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake 
specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, 
among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance 
and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental 
Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand 
Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court 
entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, 
all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 
(2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 
2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.   



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, 
the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of 
EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean 
Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  
The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of 
facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later 
than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and 
interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance 
with secondary treatment standards. 



8. Planned Changes 



In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to 
complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  
The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows: 
 



Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines 
Deadline Requirement 



1/1/2019 Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with 
design. 



1/1/2022 Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed 
with construction. 



1/1/2024 to 
12/31/2025 



If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend 
deadline to no later than 12/31/2038. 



1/1/2030 
If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to 
phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and 



issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work. 



12/31/2035 Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for 
deadline extension was approved. 
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Extended 
deadline no later 
than 12/31/2038 



If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete 
construction of facilities by that deadline. 



 
The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet. 



C. Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations 



1. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54 



On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department 
of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; 
January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 
2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, 
Chapter 11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, 
the state anti-degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality 
criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor. 
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



 
2. Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55 



On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 
became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 
was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; 
January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; 
June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  
HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements 
for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.   
 
Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55. 
 



3. State Toxics Control Program 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water 
quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, 
that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential 
to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State 
Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity 
Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized 
in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based 
toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating 
water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit 
limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for 
specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.   
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Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the 
draft permit. 



 
D. Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications 



The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, 
non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the 
United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent 
limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish 
two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are 
required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 
40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses 
of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been 
established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one (1) 
or more of three (3) methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be 
established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state 
criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 
2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria 
guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established 
using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern. 
 
1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 
40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable 
technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent 
effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  
The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal 
technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards 
at 40 CFR 133. 



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based 
effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits 
based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary 
Treatment Standards. 



The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) 
established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned 
treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 
301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, 
meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the 
EPA Administrator. 
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Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment 
regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based 
regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the 
minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms 
of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), 
and pH. 



b. Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
 



During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance 
from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and 
TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent 
than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the 
facility from January 1993 through December 1997.   
 
On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 
301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  
On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application 
for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that 
the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply 
with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, 
and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, 
technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on 
secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described 
below. 
 
At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has 
established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by 
secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 
are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as 
technology-based effluent limitations. 
 



Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations 
Parameter Units 30-Day 



Average 7-Day Average 



BOD5
1 mg/L 30 45 



TSS1 mg/L 30 45 



pH standard 
units 6.0 – 9.0 



1 The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 
percent. 



 
However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim 
effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, 
BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically 
states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final 
compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island 
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WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for 
TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final 
effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES 
permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent 
Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or 
monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of 
its applicable NPDES permit.” 



 
The Consent Decree requirements for BOD and TSS supersede the 
applicable TBELs until the deadline established in the Consent Decree. 



 
2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs) 



a. Scope and Authority 
 



NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs 
for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that 
cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of 
a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a 
standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), 
permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director 
determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have 
reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state 
water quality standard.”   
 
The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, 
when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in 
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving 
waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine 
WQBELs in the draft permit.   
 
Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there 
is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be 
established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), 
using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented 
where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for 
the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, 
such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative 
criterion, supplemented with other relevant information. 
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b. Applicable Water Quality Standards 
 



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving 
waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54. 



(1) HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life 
standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic 
pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations 
and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to 
implement these standards. 



 
(2) Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, 



Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration 
is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis 
(RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human 
health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect 
human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health 
standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of 
the two (2) will be used in the RPA. 



 
40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed 
as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are 
expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or 
translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to 
total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert 
the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable. 



 
(3) Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality 



criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  
A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  
The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, 
lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to 
calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  
Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water 
hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable 
potential.   



 
c. Determining the Need for WQBELs 
 



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control 
all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have 
the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any 
state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable 
potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is 
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required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-
001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 was analyzed to 
determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA 
compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards 
in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving 
water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most 
stringent WQS.   
 
(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with 



WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines 
knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation 
with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the 
effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as 
the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent 
concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum 
receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then 
compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant 
has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water 
concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a 
high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of 
effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.   
 
Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances 
of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was 
conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent 
concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS. 



 
(2) Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data 



submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.     
 
(3) Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the 



concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the 
receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states 
that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 
average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on 
human health standards for carcinogens.   



 
The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for 
limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for 
non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In 
EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for 
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Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using 
Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA 
evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from 
February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for 
the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined 
that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was 
appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a 
conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee 
discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less 
conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully 
protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  
Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic 
of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” 
conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for 
conditions affecting initial dilution. 
 
Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described 
within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 
103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption 
criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is 
appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as 
chlordane and dieldrin.   
 
On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the 
facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated 
Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient 
data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of 
concerns were identified with the submitted study: 
 



• The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the 
ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 
34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because 
density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have 
a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  
Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states 
that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the 
vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should 
evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site 
and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before 
selection a “worst-case density profile”.   



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
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• The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 
2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those 
used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely 
to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit 
initial dilution.   



 
• The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent 



temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how 
the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the 
vertical ambient water column.   



 
Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s 
September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been 
determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit 
development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee 
during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.   
 
As with the two previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee 
used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the 
April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the 
Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 
through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns 
were identified in the resubmitted study, including: 
 



• The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using 
a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that 
impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity. 



 
• When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use 



the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in Section II.B.1 of 
the STCP.   
 



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered 
fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis. 
 
DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent 
data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility 
operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable 
potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this 
case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately 
represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent 
ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of 
ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture 
conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.   
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Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution 
studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be 
representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the 
development of this permit.   
 
Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has 
determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for 
chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the 
average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for 
carcinogens.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate 
compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and 
reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  
However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving 
water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often 
problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving 
water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available 
dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to 
calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.   
 
However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for 
assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for 
Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an 
exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing 
monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an 
annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable 
WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the 
pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the 
ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists 
to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM. 
 
Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 
pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water 
quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not 
known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes 
limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent 
limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to 
conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe 
effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  
Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a 
ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation 
must be established that is protective of WQS. 
 
Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated 
for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data 
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annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable 
WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, 
assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not 
be granted. 
 



(4) Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from 
the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application 
Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution 
calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result 
of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 is 
presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations 
for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect 
available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in 
HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted 
for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only 
pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other 
pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.   
 



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results 



Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Antimony, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.6 0.054 15,000 No 



Arsenic, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 1.5 0.031 36 No 



Beryllium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 294 0.44 0.018 0.038 No 



Cadmium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.13 0.008 9.4 No 



Chromium, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 4.8 0.080 501 No 



Copper, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 40 1.096 3.5 No 



Cyanide, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 10 0.449 1.0 No 



Lead, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 19 1.728 5.9 No 
Mercury, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.06 0.0018 0.025 No 



Nickel, Total 
Recoverable μg/L 14 103 5.9 0.120 8.4 No 



Selenium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 1.2 0.387 71 No 



Silver, Total Recoverable µg/L 14 103 0.80 0.030 2.7 No 
Thallium, Total 
Recoverable µg/L 14 103 2.2 0.233 16 No 



Zinc, Total Recoverable μg/L 14 103 85 1.729 91 No 
Acrolein μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.045 18 No 
Benzene μg/L 14 294 4.8 0.104 13 No 
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Parameter Units 
Number 



of 
Samples 



Dilution 
Maximum 
Effluent 



Concentration 



Maximum 
Projected 



Concentration 



Applicable 
Water 



Quality 
Standard 



RPA 
Results 



Bis(2-Ethylhexyl) 
Phthalate μg/L 14 103 1.3 0.013 16,000 No 



Chlordane μg/L 81 294 0.28 0.00164 0.00016 Yes 
Chloroform μg/L 14 294 1.0 0.0079 5.1 No 
Dieldrin μg/L 81 294 0.083 0.00101 0.000025 Yes 
Diethyl Phthalate μg/L 14 103 3.1 0.068 590,000 No 
Endosulfan Sulfate μg/L 14 103 0.0090 0.00021 0.0087 No 
Ethylbenzene μg/L 14 103 0.8 0.065 140 No 
Malathion μg/L 14 103 0.22 0.010 0.10 No 
Phenol μg/L 14 103 5.1 0.104 170 No 
Toluene μg/L 14 103 21 2.004 2,100 No 
Trichloroethylene μg/L 14 294 0.20 0.0041 26 No 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene μg/L 14 103 1.4 0.023 660 No 
DDT2 μg/L 14 294 0.024 0.00019 0.000008 Yes 
Total Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1203 NA 150.00 No 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 6.53 NA 3.5 Yes 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen μg/L 20 NA 1.853 NA 5.0 No 
Total Phosphorus μg/L 20 NA 8.823 NA 20.00 No 



  



(5) Reasonable Potential Determination.   
 



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential 
cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these 
constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the 
lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become 
available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add 
numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue 
monitoring. 



 
Data for the following parameters was not available:  
 



• Dichlorobromomethane 
• Carbon Tetrachloride 
• 1,2-Dichloroethane 
• Bromoform 
• Chlorodibromomethane 
• delta-BHC 
• Acenaphthylene 
• Acrylonitrile 
• Anthracene 
• Benzo(b)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(k)Fluoranthene 
• Benzo(a)Pyrene 
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• Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether 
• Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane 
• Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether 
• Butylbenzyl Phthalate 
• Chlorobenzene 
• Chrysene 
• Dimethyl Phthalate 
• 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 
• beta-Endosulfan 
• alpha-Endosulfan 
• Fluoranthene 
• Fluorene 
• Hexachlorocyclopentadiene 
• Hexachloroethane 
• Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene 
• Isophorone 
• Methyl Bromide 
• Methyl Chloride 
• N-Nitrosodimethylamine 
• N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine 
• N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 
• Nitrobenzene 
• Para Chlorometa Cresol 
• Phenanthrene 
• Pyrene 
• Tetrachloroethylene 
• 1,1-Dichloroethane 
• 1,1-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,1,1-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2-Trichloroethane 
• 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 
• Benzo(ghi)Perylene 
• Benzo(a)Anthracene 
• 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 
• 1,2-Dichloropropane 
• 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene 
• 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 
• Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene 
• 1,3-Dichlorobenzene 
• 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether 
• 2-Chloronaphthalene 
• 2-Chlorophenol 
• 2-Nitrophenol 
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• Di-n-Octyl Phthalate 
• 2,4-Dichlorophenol 
• 2,4-Dimethylphenol 
• 2,4-Dinitrotoluene 
• 2,4-Dinitrophenol 
• 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol 
• 2,6-Dinitrotoluene 
• 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine 
• 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether 
• 4-Nitrophenol 
• 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol 
• PCB-1016 
• 2,3,7,8 TCDD 
• Naphthalene 
• Pentachlorophenol 
• Di-n-Butyl Phthalate 
• Benzidine 
• Vinyl Chloride 
• 4,4'-DDE 
• Aldrin 
• alpha-BHC 
• beta-BHC 
• gamma-BHC 
• Endrin 
• Toxaphene 
• Heptachlor 
• Heptachlor Epoxide 
• Methoxychlor 
• PCBs 
• Parathion 
• Demeton 
• Guthion 
• Hexachlorobenzene 
• Hexachlorobutadiene 
• Mirex 
• 1,3-Dichloropropylene 
• Chloroethane 
• Chlorophyll a 
• Turbidity 



 
(b) Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included 



in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) 
and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; 
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however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to 
collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential 
consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed 
in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.   



 
(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that 



chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable 
potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water 
quality standards.  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft 
permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and 
ammonia nitrogen.   
 
The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the 
results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed 
WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia 
nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.   
 
The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards 
contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both 
STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below. 



 
d. WQBEL Calculations 
 



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic 
life and human health.   
 
(1) WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a 



discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges 
through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; 
(3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge 
has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable 
potential can be calculated, as described below.   



 
(a) For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum 



effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality 
standard and the minimum dilution factor;  



 
(b) For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent 



limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits 
based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best 
Professional Judgment (BPJ); 



 
(c) For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most 



stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard 
and dilution; and  
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(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is 
equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor 
determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent 
limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ. 



 
(2) WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that 



the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of 
toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.  Limits 
based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day 
averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens. 



  
The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a 
submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the 
draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum 
effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after 
considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for 
non-carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens 
based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs 
established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below. 
 
(3) Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs 
 



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution 
of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  
However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations 
in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee 
does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily 
maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not 
justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for 
non-carcinogens to 103:1.  Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution 
of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation 
of applicable effluent limitations.    



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for 
the pollutants below. 



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm 



Where:  
RWC = Receiving water concentration 
MEC  =  Maximum effluent concentration reported 
99%ratio  = The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or 



calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the 
TSD. 



Dm = Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic 
toxicity standards and human health standards 
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for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for 
human health standards for carcinogens)    



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the 
applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the 
reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are 
established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in 
detail. 



(a) Chlordane 



i. Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent 
applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health 
standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0649 µg/L and a standard deviation of 
0.044 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.67.  Based on a CV of 0.67 and 81 
samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in 
section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.56.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.308 µg/L) x 1.56 x 0.0034 
=  0.00164 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.00016 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00164 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for chlordane. 



 
iii. Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using 



STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 
0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and 
a dilution of 294:1. 
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iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.308 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.077 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately 
comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent 
annual average effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human 
health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  
However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed 
Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of 
Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health 
water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, 
Chapter11-54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead 
of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality 
standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by 
the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on 
March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual 
average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the 
new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  
This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an 
effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the 
incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  
Anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the 
previous permit if information is available at the time of permit 
reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit 
was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding 
that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has 
been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in 
Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using 
recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The 
dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available 
average dilution of 294:1.   
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Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a 
new design flow of 90 MGD, the Permittee will have a mass-based 
effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from 
October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual 
average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum 
annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the 
average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to 
result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the 
receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the 
new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water 
and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses 
will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is 
not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not 
expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the 
receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, 
and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of 
Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.   



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation 
based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard 
for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



(b) Dieldrin 



i. Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 
0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin 
(n = 81) with an average of 0.0245 µg/L and a standard deviation 
of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 
81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described 
in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.73.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), 
the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health 
carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.172 µg/L) x 1.73 x 0.0034 
=  0.00101 µg/L 
 



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard = 
 0.000025 µg/L 
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The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00101 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for dieldrin. 



iii. Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using 
STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water 
quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit 
establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 
0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard 
and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 
0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens 
and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for 
dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.172 µg/L.  
Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the 
proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH 
has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.   



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.033 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the 
proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the 
DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to 
immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent 
limitation.  The maximum annual average effluent limitation for 
dieldrin may be attainable after the upgrades required by the 
Consent Decree have been initiated. 



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied 
because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at 
least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the 
previous permit.   



(c) DDT 



i. DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable 
water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 
0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.   



ii. RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT 
(n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.46.  Based on a CV of 0.46 and 
14 samples, the 99% multiplier was calculated as 2.14.  As 
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discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 
for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.   



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.027 μg/L.   



Projected Maximum RWC =  MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm 
= (0.027 µg/L) x 2.14 x 0.0034 
=  0.00019 µg/L 
 



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard =  0.000008 µg/L 
 
The projected maximum receiving water concentration 
(0.00019 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality 
standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating 
reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes 
effluent limitations for DDT. 



iii. DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP 
procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality 
standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes 
a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on 
the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, 
and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on 
the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1. 



iv. Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT 
during the term of the previous permit was 0.027 µg/L.  Since the 
maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed 
maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has 
determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed 
maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual 
average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the 
previous permit was 0.018 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual 
average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual 
average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined 
that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual 
average effluent limitations.   



v. Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied 
because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for 
DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001. 



e. Nutrients 
 



i. Ammonia Nitrogen 
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HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia 
nitrogen: 



 



Parameter Geometric Mean 
Value not to exceed 
more than 10% of 



the time 



Value not to exceed 
more than 2% of the 



time 
Ammonia Nitrogen 
(μg/L) 3.50 8.50 15.00 



 
As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to 
exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This 
finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving 
water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can 
consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”   
 
Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 
indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the 
receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below: 
 
i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for 



ammonia nitrogen. 
 
The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen. 
 



ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for 
analysis. 
 
Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the 
applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and 
constitute the decision unit for the analysis. 
 



iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are 
aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate 
annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the 
highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 
90 percent of the applicable WQS. 
 
The resulting geomeans were: 
 



Year Result (μg/L) 
2009 1.42 
2010 1.6 
2011 2.01 
2012 2.25 
2013 2.53 
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The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less 
than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative 
capacity appears to be present in the receiving water. 
 



iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, 
reports, and receiving water data trends. 
 
Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of 
assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented 
in Step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of 
increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee 
shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that 
assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the 
observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not 
due to a lack of assimilative capacity. 



 
Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, 
end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  
However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the 
previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have 
the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia 
nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the 
ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and 
requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the 
edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent 
limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS 
exceedances within the receiving water.   
 
Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, 
with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal 
application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, 
the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as 
representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained 
in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation 
based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term 
average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant 
performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the 
interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times 
the MEC.   
 
A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has 
been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed 
over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based 
on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been 
established in this permit. 
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Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations 
were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus 
these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit. 
 



f. pH  
 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water 
quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  
Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate 
compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  
The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times 
appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been 
carried over. 
 



g. Enterococcus 
 



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine 
recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed 
in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water 
limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from 
shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal 
regulations at 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards 
for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA 
Section 304(a).  40 CFR Section 131.42(e)(2) specifies that the regulations 
established in 40 CFR Section 131.41(c)(2) applies to waters of Hawaii 
beyond 300 meters of the shoreline. 



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 
1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a 
bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate 
contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely 
expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use 
coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5). 



The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as 
infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is 
consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in 
EPA’s TDD. 



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and 
monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 
40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water 
may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus 
for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from 
pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate 
reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  
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Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA 
was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore 
antibacksliding requirements are satisfied. 



(1) Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a 
geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric 
mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  
Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the 
WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 
12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was 
exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the 
monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied 
as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit. 



 
(2) Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation 



waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the 
resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data 
from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 
80th percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 
16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause 
or contribute to an exceedance of water quality. 



 
The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and 
operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with 
a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  
Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent 
limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with 
compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The 
enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based 
on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 
7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 
100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  
Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and 
installed the disinfection system.   
 
Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the 
waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, 
and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be 
maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary 
to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the 
Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to 
achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not 
demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to 
accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum 
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daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has 
been carried over. 



 
Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the 
highest monthly geometric mean of 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL was during the 
month of October 2006.  However the ultraviolet disinfection system did not 
come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly 
geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee 
can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation 
for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section 11-55-21, this permit 
establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the 
final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by 
June 30, 2024.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for 
enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the 
previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent 
limitation may not be considered. 
 
The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not 
limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge 
is not expected to immediately comply with the proposed limitation.  Final 
compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified 
treatment technology.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred 
alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, 
and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this 
permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary. 
 
The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which 
requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment 
standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035.  The planning and 
construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final 
monthly geometric mean effluent limitation partly coincides with the 
2010 Consent Decree, however, since disinfection facilities are already 
currently in place at the facility, the Permittee may only need to optimize or 
expand the capacity of these facilities in order to comply with the final monthly 
geometric mean WQBEL.  Thus full compliance with the final effluent 
limitations is required by June 30, 2024. 
 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance 
longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall 
specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no 
event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time 
necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a 
treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for 
completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of 
reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.” 
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The compliance schedule for enterococcus allows for the funding, evaluation, 
design, and the execution of the construction contract to mirror the 2010 
Consent Decree, as the acquisition of funding and contract execution can be 
challenging with government entities.  However, once the contract is 
executed, since the current disinfection facility may only need to be upgraded, 
the full length of the Consent Decree should not be necessary. 
 
During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current 
treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been 
established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim 
effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over 
the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean 
between October 2006 through December 2013 was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL.  
However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard 
deviations above the mean, much higher than any of the other observed 
geometric means and was prior to the initiation of the ultraviolet disinfection 
system in November 2006.  The highest observed geometric mean does not 
appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest 
geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 
16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the 
observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 
16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current 
facility treatment capabilities. 
 
As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot 
immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent 
limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with 
the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date 
of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period 
for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has 
been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment 
capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with 
HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.   
 
Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean 
effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for 
enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous 
permit. 
 



h. Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET)  
 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic 
effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree 
of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving 
water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion 
specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric 
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WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  
An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures 
mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period 
of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth. 



The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at 
Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for 
Tripneustes gratilla. 
 
Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and 
December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an 
exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring 
results for T. gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to 
exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in 
the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as 
>1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between 
October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some 
months). 
 
A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  
For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of 
Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  
As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been 
revised to be consistent with the TST method using T. gratilla.   



T. gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, 
T. gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s 
effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T. gratilla is representative of toxic impacts 
on local species.   



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific 
Ocean, including T. gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with 
the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 
40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test 
procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit 
basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is 
further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast 
facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods 
and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.”  



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using 
T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) 
Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, 
Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD 
Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International 
Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022). 
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As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined 
for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in 
accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and 
monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, 
Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2). 



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated 
into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water 
quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 
(49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation 
Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).   



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes 
a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing 
approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test 
species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.   



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, 
Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration 
(NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 
100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 
is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.   



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable 
IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the 
applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution 
is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) 
waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s 
backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data 
indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely 
exceeding 357 TUc) with T. gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  
Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T. gratilla, an 
effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional 
pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being 
discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not 
expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the 
receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is 
consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 
303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1. 



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted 
(Outfall Serial No.  001): 



IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor 



 =             100/103 
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 =             0.97% 



For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be 
met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho): 
 
IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response. 
 
A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test 
result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” 
 
The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, 
respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the 
TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially 
decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s 
traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces 
the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory 
costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant 
improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing 
is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range 
of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect 
measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting 
appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test 
power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which 
significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 20101).   



 
Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide 
Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford 
effective protection to aquatic life.   



 
A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is 
protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) 
and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is 
consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding 
regulations. 



i. Summary of Final Effluent Limitations 
 



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 
requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where 
possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, 
mass-based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established 
where applicable based on the following formula: 



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD) 



1 U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to 
Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water. 
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40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs 
be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based 
effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the 
previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit 
required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, 
including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the 
previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during 
this permit renewal. 



The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit 
and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit. 



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Weekly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Biochemical 
Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) (5-day @ 20 
Deg.  C) 



mg/L 1161 1601 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 79,3302 109,4212 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
30 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 



Total Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 



mg/L 691 1041 -- 30 45 -- 
lbs/day 47,1872 71,1242 -- 22,5183 33,7773 -- 



% 
Removal 



As a monthly average, not less than 
60 percent removal efficiency from 



the influent stream. 



The average monthly percent 
removal shall not be less than 85 



percent. 
1 Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent 



limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  
City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree). 



2 Based on a design flow of 82 MGD. 
3 Based on a design flow of 90 MGD. 
 
Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants  



Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Enterococci CFU/100 
ml -- -- 18,0001 -- 3,6052 18,0003 



pH s.u. Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Not less than 6.0 and not greater 
than 9.0 



Chronic Toxicity – 
Ceriodaphnia Dubia  TUc -- -- 94 -- -- -- 



Chronic Toxicity –
Tripneustes Gratilla TUc -- -- 4 -- -- Pass5 



Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L -- -- -- -- -- 47,894 
lbs/day -- -- -- -- -- 35,949 



Chlordane µg/L 0.0076 -- 0.38 0.05 -- 0.38 
lbs/day 0.0052 -- 0.26 0.037 -- 0.28 
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Parameter Units 
Effluent Limitations Contained in 



the Previous Permit Proposed Effluent Limitations 
Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Average 
Daily 



Average 
Annual 



Average 
Monthly 



Maximum 
Daily 



Dieldrin µg/L 0.012 -- 0.18 0.0074 -- 0.18 
lbs/day 0.0082 -- 0.12 0.0056 -- 0.14 



DDT6 µg/L -- -- -- 0.0024 -- 0.094 
lbs/day -- -- -- 0.0018 -- 0.071 



Total Residual 
Chlorine µg/L -- -- 64 -- -- --7 



1 Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation. 
2 Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent 



limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through 
December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the 
Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible. 



3 Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean. 
4 The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply 



to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla. 
5 “Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet. 
6 DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD. 
7 The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if 



the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is 
chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not 
applicable.   



 
j. Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements 
 



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations 
that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent 
limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions 
contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 
40 CFR 122.44(l).     



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent 
limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available 
which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have 
justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit 
establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane 
based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS 
used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in 
Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent 
with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent 
limitations are based on new information that was not available during the 
drafting of the previous permit.   



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based 
effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously 
authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design 
capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is 
directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as 
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allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with 
Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these 
pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for 
antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 
402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of 
mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin. 



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as 
stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and 
federal anti-backsliding regulations.   



k. Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements 
 



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, 
Section 11-54-1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 
40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality 
of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific 
findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to 
accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the 
waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent 
limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the 
previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit 
by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 
82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids 
handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact 
sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to 
public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional 
antidegradation analysis is not necessary. 
 
The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 
40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water 
quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect 
the existing uses will be maintained and protected.   
 



E. Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements 



1. Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data 



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, 
specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM 
Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria 
from 11-54-6(b)(3). 
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Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data  



Parameter Units 
Applicable 



Water Quality 
Standard 



Maximum 
Reported 



Concentration1 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 1502 23,302 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.52 11,900 
Nitrate + Nitrite μg/L 5.02 110 
Orthophosphate 
Phosphorus μg/L -- 3,440 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 202 2,900 
Chlorophyll a μg/L 0.302 0.923 
Turbidity NTU 0.502 82.5 
TSS mg/L -- 38.7 
pH s.u. 3 7.0 
Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 4 2.38 
Temperature °C 5 26.5 
Salinity ppm 6 7,200 
1 Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010 
2 Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean. 
3 pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at 



coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or 
groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



4 Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation. 
5 Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions. 
6 Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors. 
  



2. Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data 



a. Shoreline Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from 
January 2009 to December 2013. 



 
Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations  



Station 
Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
CFU/100 mL 



S1 7.05 
S2 2.22 
S5 7.16 
S7 4.26 
S8 10.94 



Water Quality 
Standard 35 



1 Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by 
the Permittee from January 2009 to 
December 2013.  
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b. Nearshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



R1 1.83 -- -- 123 14.6 -- 1.11 
R2 1.52 -- -- 121 12.0 -- 0.91 
R3 1.97 -- -- 115 10.8 -- 0.71 
C1 1.11 3.42 2.67 102 8.9 0.38 0.25 
C2 1.25 3.42 3.08 102 8.8 0.35 0.29 
C3 1.25 1.82 3.47 98 8.4 0.25 0.29 
C4 1.23 1.41 2.31 98 8.5 0.29 0.29 
C5 1.26 2.01 2.50 99 8.4 0.35 0.31 
C6 1.14 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.0 3.5 150 20 0.50 0.30 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling 



points at each station.  



 
c. Offshore Stations  
 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from 
each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly 
DMRs from 2009 through 2013. 



 
Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations  



Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



D1 1.30 1.62 2.84 105 8.50 0.25 0.26 
D2 1.39 1.28 3.74 107 8.67 0.23 0.19 
D3 1.33 1.40 4.38 119 8.72 0.21 0.22 
D4 1.33 1.15 2.23 111 8.48 0.26 0.2 
D5 1.41 1.20 1.94 114 8.17 0.25 0.27 
D6 1.09 -- -- -- -- -- -- 
E1 1.31 1.79 2.41 116 8.35 0.24 0.23 
E2 1.32 1.85 3.36 110 8.75 0.27 0.17 
E3 1.35 1.62 6.53 120 8.82 0.22 0.21 
E4 1.69 1.94 3.23 103 8.44 0.22 0.18 
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Station 



Highest Annual Geometric Mean1 



Enterococcus 
Nitrate + 



Nitrite 
Nitrogen2 



Ammonia 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Nitrogen2 



Total 
Phosphorus2 Turbidity2 Chlorophyll 



a2 
CFU/100 mL µg/L µg/L µg/L µg/L NTU µg/L 



E5 1.23 2.12 2.94 108 9.22 0.26 0.2 
E6 1.13 -- -- -- -- -- -- 



Water 
Quality 



Standard 
35 5.03 3.54 150 20 0.50 0.305 



1 Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013. 
2 Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom 



sampling points at each station.  
3 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton. 
4 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle. 
5 The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom. 
 



3. Proposed Receiving Water Limitations 



a. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility 
 



(1) The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality 
standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the 
Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted 
thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open 
coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates 
receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not 
exceed applicable water quality standards.   



 
(2) Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters.”  As 



such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment 
or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public 
water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced 
indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational 
activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving 
water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.   



 
The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic 
Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft 
permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, 
dated December 30, 2005. 
 



(3) The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for 
recreational areas in marine recreational waters: 



 
(a) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public 



bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a 
geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than 
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five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 
25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.   



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, 
the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as 
explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii 
Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water 
Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 
milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a 
regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State 
enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 
35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 
CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new 
standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved 
by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new 
enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational 
waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new 
water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all 
marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the 
new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be 
insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the 
existing uses will be maintained and protected. 



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established 
end-of-pipe is based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because 
State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the 
applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as 
receiving water limitations for the protection of human health. 



(b) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples 
per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample 
maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during 
the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters. 



(c) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of 
treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, 
as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural 
public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be 
posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as 
temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count. 



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as 
described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, 
Section 11-54-8(b).     
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(4) As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for 
enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving 
water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been 
established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to 
be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 
300 meters from shore have not been established. 



 
b. Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 
 



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” 



Parameter Units 
Geometric mean 
not to exceed the 



given value 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 
than 10% of the 



time 



Not to exceed the 
given value more 



than 2% of the 
time 



Total Nitrogen μg/L 150.00 250.00 350.00 
Ammonia Nitrogen μg/L 3.50 8.50 15.00 
Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen  μg/L 5.00 14.00 25.00 



Total Phosphorus μg/L 20.00 40.00 60.00 



Light Extinction 
Coefficient k units 0.20 0.50 0.85 



Chlorophyll a  μg/L 0.30 0.90 1.75 



Turbidity  NTU 0.50 1.25 2.00 



pH standard 
units 



Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 
8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater 



from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may 
depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0. 



Dissolved Oxygen mg/L Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a 
function of ambient water temperature and salinity. 



Temperature °C Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions. 



Salinity ppm 
Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal 



changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic 
factors. 



 
The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for 
“Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater 
through Outfall Serial No. 001, as seen in the table above.   
 
The discharges from Outfall Serial No. 001 shall comply with the values listed 
in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at 
the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other 
pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.   
 
These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained 
from the previous permit. 
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c. Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM) 
 



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) 
modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be 
located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and 
transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and 
beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for 
pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended 
Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the 
area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of 
the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for 
the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet 
along the centerline of the diffuser.   
 
HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls 
to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance 
with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested 
that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the 
Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM 
requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the 
diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of 
the ZOM is located at Latitude 21°16’58”N and Longitude 157°54’21”W, with 
the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 
in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.   
 
(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses 



of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, 
and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The 
following findings were considered: 



 
(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the 



effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution 
and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are 
expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.   
 
Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish 
Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in 
the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long 
term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.   
 
An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled 
video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 
through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has 
not been negatively impacted. 
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Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver 
histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in 
Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the 
Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or 
microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the 
sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact 
on the health of the fish studied in the survey. 
 
Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence 
that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health 
or community structure. 
 



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum 
of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  
No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution 
would be negatively impacted by current conditions.   
 



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, 
F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological 
monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative 
impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.   



 
(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless 



the application and supporting information clearly show: that the 
continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not 
substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the 
public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable 
to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of 
water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of 
treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of 
HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5): 



 
(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to 



southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people 
and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment 
facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or 
operation would cause severe hardship to the residents. 
 



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or 
contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or 
safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of 
illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that 
enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement 
of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore. 
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(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet 
applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, 
were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  
However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and 
capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS 
for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the 
operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No 
information is known that would revise the finding during the previous 
permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM 
would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to 
the public. 



 
(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data 



indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  
However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent 
limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the 
effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual 
and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable 
technology-based effluent limitations.   



 
The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements 
in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).   



 
Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, 
pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  
These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite 
nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.   
 
For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable 
water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include 
light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, 
EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water 
quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  
As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring 
locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent 
with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, 
turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM 
stations. 
 
The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified 
in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water 
monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to 
evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the 
applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this 
Fact Sheet. 
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F. Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  
HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES 
permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 
require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting 
monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to: 
 
• Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions 



established by the DOH; 



• Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of 
pollution arising from waste discharge; 



• Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, 
national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and 
other standards; and, 



• Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories. 



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement 
federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the 
monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.   
 
1. Influent Monitoring 



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and 
non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment 
facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent 
monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  
Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit 
in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  
The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of 
the draft permit. 
 



2. Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001 



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001. 
 



a. Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained 
from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM 
monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of said pollutants.   
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b. Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft 
permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable 
comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if 
the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia 
nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring 
requirements for other nutrients. 
 



c. Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been 
added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID 
monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated 
concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.   
 



d. Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit 
to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based 
effluent limitations. 



 
e. Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the 



previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.     
 



f. Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, 
and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine 
compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.   
 



g.  Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the 
previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality 
criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be 
free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials,” and in 
the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is 
included as an attachment to the draft permit. 
 



h. Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to 
determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect 
data for future RPAs.   



 
i. Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are 



retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs. 
 



3. Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring 



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is 
required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent 
limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.   
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4. Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements 



a. Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine 
compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters 
within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft 
permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of 
seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These 
monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included 
in Part E.1 of the draft permit. 
 



b. Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at 
three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called 
recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, 
therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with 
specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.   
 
In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee 
to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and 
C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, 
C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have 
been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have 
sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old 
stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are 
retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
  



c. Offshore Water Quality Monitoring 
 



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with 
State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The 
draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations 
along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along 
the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements 
for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in 
Part E.3 of the draft permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
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d. Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring 
 



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and 
temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft 
permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments 
for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations: 
 



Location Station 
Name 



Number of Samples at Each Station 
(Including Replicates) 



Chemistry Benthic 
Organisms 



Nearshore 



C1A 2 3 
C2A 2 3 
C3A 2 3 
C5A 2 3 



Offshore 



D1 2 3 
D2 2 3 
D3 2 3 
D5 2 3 
E1 1 3 
E2 1 3 
E3 1 3 
E5 1 3 



 
The previous permit also required monitoring at Stations C4, D4, and E4.  
However, Stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample 
sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from 
the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring 
requirements have been retained from the previous permit. 
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



e. Fish Monitoring 
 



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two (2) fish 
monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively 
affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the 
control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at 
FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the 
outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 
and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are 
located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, 
crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to 
strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to 
enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent 
data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when 
compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the 
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new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away 
from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements 
have been retained from the previous permit.   
 
Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the 
discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA. 
 



f. Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study 
 



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on 
an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that 
assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct 
a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the 
permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the 
term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.   
 



G. Rationale for Provisions 



1. Standard Provisions 



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit 
Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.   
 



2. Monitoring and Reporting Requirements 



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements 
included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.   
 



3. Special Provisions 



a. Reopener Provisions 
 



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set 
forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations 
based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water 
quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.   
 



b. Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements  
 



(1) Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the 
Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which 
the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This 
requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail 
in Part B.2 of the draft permit.    
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4. Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities 



a. Pretreatment Requirements 
 



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, 
require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  
A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, 
which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and 
prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, 
standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed 
pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 
40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11-55-24. 



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and 
received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised 
program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On 
October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There 
are currently 21 non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight 
food/drink manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.   



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal 
regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment 
requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES 
permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to 
require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for 
controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease. 



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the 
CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more 
toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban 
area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The draft permit requires 
the Permittee to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements since the 
facility continues to operate as a primary treatment plant. 



b. Biosolids Requirements 
 



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and 
regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards 
included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the 
draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on 
the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other 
Hawaii POTWs.    



5. Other Special Provisions 



a. Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to 
submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This 
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provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH 
to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum 
treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the 
wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the 
draft permit. 



 
b. Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised 



and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as 
determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the 
wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall 
be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the 
draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel 
trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from 
the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.     



 
c. The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate 



power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  
This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if 
a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment 
operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in 
existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise 
control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source 
of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit. 



 
H. Public Participation 



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit 
in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their 
comments in writing either in person or by mail, to:  
 



Clean Water Branch  
Environmental Management Division 
919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301 
Honolulu, HI 96814-4920 
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NOTICE OF PROPOSED WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PERMIT 
FOR SAND ISLAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 



NPDES PERMIT NO. HI 0020117 
 



DOCKET NO. HI 0020117 
 



August 20, 2014 
 



 The Department of Health (DOH) tentatively proposes to reissue a National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) to discharge primary treated 
wastewater to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, subject to special conditions to: 



 
City and County of Honolulu 



Department of Environmental Services 
1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 308 



Kapolei, Hawaii  96707 
 



 The proposed draft permit for the existing discharge will expire five (5) years from 
the permit issuance date. 
 
 The City and County of Honolulu (Permittee) owns and operates the Sand Island 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (facility), located in Honolulu, island of Oahu, Hawaii.  The 
facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment of wastewater 
for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters 
the facility and is distributed to a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated 
screening channels, where screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes 
occur.  From there, wastewater is directed to the clarifier influent channels for primary 
treatment.  The influent channels distribute wastewater to eight (8) 150-foot diameter 
primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four (4) clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated 
wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility 
contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection channels.  
After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, through 
Outfall Serial No. 001, at Latitude 21°17′01″N and Longitude 157°54′24″W.   
 
 Outfall Serial No. 001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges 
treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 
230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 3,400 feet long 
with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 3.53 inches in diameter and 
two (2) 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate. 
 
 Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge storage 
tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent contractor. 
 
 The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal 
Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  
Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, 
and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife. 











 
 



 Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed NPDES permit or to 
request a public hearing, should submit their comments or requests in writing no later 
than 30 calendar days after the date of this notice, either in person or by mail, to: 
 
 Clean Water Branch  
 Environmental Management Division  
 Department of Health  
 919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301  
 Honolulu, HI  96814-4920 
  
 Copies of the proposed public notice permit and other information are available 
for public inspection, Monday through Friday (excluding holidays) from 7:45 a.m. until 
4:15 p.m., at the DOH office address shown.  Copies may be bought.  The public notice 
permit and fact sheet are also available on the internet at: 
http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/pubntcs/index.html.  For more information or if you have 
special needs due to disability that will aid you in inspecting and/or commenting on the 
public notice permit and related information, please contact Mr. Darryl C. Lum, 
Supervisor of the Engineering Section, Clean Water Branch, at the above address or 
(808) 586-4309 (Voice) at least seven (7) calendar days before the comment deadline.  
For those who use a TTY/TDD, please call through Sprint Relay Hawaii, at 1-711 or 
1-877-447-5991. 
 
 All comments and requests received on time will be considered.  If DOH determines 
that there is significant public interest, a public hearing may be held after at least 
30 calendar days of public notice. 
 
 If DOH's position is substantially unchanged after considering all timely written 
comments and all oral comments at any public hearing that may be held, then the DOH 
will issue the NPDES permit and this action will be final. 
 
 Please notify anyone you know who would be interested in this matter. 
 
 
 
          LINDA ROSEN, M.D., M.P.H. 
          Director of Health 
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From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: chlordane/dieldrin for Sand Island
Date: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 7:18:31 PM


Hi Elizabeth,
 
Besides the issue about the single sample maximum vs. maximum daily below, according to the
 City’s data, they cannot meet the new annual average limitation for chlordane and dieldrin.  For
 DDD/DDE/DDT, they have been reporting 0 (non detect?) for the last 3 years.  Should we give them
 a compliance schedule for chlordane and dieldrin that corresponds to the consent decree since that
 is when the I&I should be fixed?  If we were to give them compliance schedules, what would be
 their interim limits?  For chlordane, their previous limit was lower than the proposed.  For dieldrin,
 although their previous limit was higher, they have not been meeting that limit either.
 
Regarding the enterococcus limit being consistent with Honouliuli, Honouliuli was given a
 performance-based single-sample maximum.  According to the previous fact sheet, the 18,000 daily
 maximum is based on average dilution, so since the limitation has a different basis, would it be okay
 for it to be a different type of limitation?  Thanks!
 
Kris
 


From: Poentis, Kris T 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 10:59 AM
To: Elizabeth Sablad (Sablad.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov)
Cc: Lum, Darryl C (darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov)
Subject: maximum daily discharge
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for discussing your Sand Island permit  comments with us.  Just to be certain about the
 maximum daily discharge limitation for enterococcus, I checked 40 CFR 122.2 and the definitions
 are as follows:
 
Maximum daily discharge limitation means the highest allowable “daily discharge.”
 
Daily discharge means the “discharge of a pollutant” measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour
 period that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling.  For pollutants with
 limitations expressed in units of mass, the “daily “discharge” is calculated as the total mass of the
 pollutant discharged over the day.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units of
 measurement, the “daily discharge” is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over
 the day.
 
The enterococcus limitation in the previous permit is a maximum daily discharge of 18,000 cfu.
  Should we still change it to a single sample maximum and would it be easy to justify?  The previous
 fact sheet says “The EPA believes that given the low probability of impact to nearshore areas from
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 the Sand Island discharge, a discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU/100 ml, based on average dilution
 assumptions when the plume is surfacing or trapped, will ensure that the Sand Island discharge will
 not adversely impact marine recreational waters of Mamala Bay.  This discharge limitation will also
 ensure that the disinfection facility will be operated.”
 
Thanks!
Kris








From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: maximum daily discharge
Date: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 2:04:56 PM


Hi Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for discussing your Sand Island permit  comments with us.  Just to be certain about the
 maximum daily discharge limitation for enterococcus, I checked 40 CFR 122.2 and the definitions
 are as follows:
 
Maximum daily discharge limitation means the highest allowable “daily discharge.”
 
Daily discharge means the “discharge of a pollutant” measured during a calendar day or any 24-hour
 period that reasonably represents the calendar day for purposes of sampling.  For pollutants with
 limitations expressed in units of mass, the “daily “discharge” is calculated as the total mass of the
 pollutant discharged over the day.  For pollutants with limitations expressed in other units of
 measurement, the “daily discharge” is calculated as the average measurement of the pollutant over
 the day.
 
The enterococcus limitation in the previous permit is a maximum daily discharge of 18,000 cfu.
  Should we still change it to a single sample maximum and would it be easy to justify?  The previous
 fact sheet says “The EPA believes that given the low probability of impact to nearshore areas from
 the Sand Island discharge, a discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU/100 ml, based on average dilution
 assumptions when the plume is surfacing or trapped, will ensure that the Sand Island discharge will
 not adversely impact marine recreational waters of Mamala Bay.  This discharge limitation will also
 ensure that the disinfection facility will be operated.”
 
Thanks!
Kris
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From: Lum, Darryl C
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: RE: Added section to Sand Island permit?
Date: Thursday, August 21, 2014 6:04:31 PM
Attachments: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit.pdf


Hi Elizabeth,
 
Sorry!  This is the regional monitoring activities Alec and Janet were discussing.  We mentioned the
 idea in the initial draft permit email to you.  (Please see attached.)
 
We emailed Janet the language to look at.  We didn’t hear back from Janet until after the public
 notice package was being sent out.  Before I left for Colorado I told Kris to just insert the regional
 monitoring language.  I forgot this regional monitoring language wasn’t in the draft permit we sent
 you before.  Sorry this was my fault.  I was concerned about having the permit public noticed and
 issued by the end of September.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 12:27 PM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Added section to Sand Island permit?
 
Hi Darryl,
I just noticed a whole new section in the Sand Island permit that was not included in the drafts I
 reviewed (pages 18-19). Where did this come from and why is it being included now?
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
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From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Elizabeth Sablad (Sablad.Elizabeth@epamail.epa.gov)
Cc: Lum, Darryl C (darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov)
Subject: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit
Date: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 9:59:44 AM
Attachments: Sand Island WWTP 9-16-13 Fact Sheet-no comments.doc



Sand Island WWTP 9-16-13 Permit - no comments.doc



Hi Elizabeth,
Please review the attached draft public notice permit and fact sheet.  The previous draft was revised
 based on your comments.  Please also note that we will be adding in Regional Monitoring
 Requirements in the Special Conditions section based on a conference call Alec, Watson and Darryl
 had with Janet Hashimoto.     They are also proposing to add the Regional Monitoring Requirements
 to the City’s MS4 permit.  Thanks!
Kris
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STATE OF HAWAII



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH



P.  O.  BOX 3378



HONOLULU, HI  96801-3378




01034PKP.13b



DATE:  January 28, 2013



NPDES PERMIT NO.  HI 0020117



FACT SHEET:
APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM (NPDES) PERMIT AND ZONE OF MIXING (ZOM) TO DISCHARGE TO MAMALA BAY, PACIFIC OCEAN, WATERS OF THE UNITED STATES



PERMITTEE:
CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU



FACILITY:
SAND ISLAND WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT



				FACILITY MAILING ADDRESS



City and County of Honolulu




Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant




1000 Uluohia Street, Suite 308




Kapolei, Hawaii  96707



				FACILITY STREET ADDRESS



City and County of Honolulu




Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant




1350 Sand Island Parkway




Honolulu, Hawaii 96819












				PERMITTEE MAILING ADDRESS



City and County of Honolulu




1000 Uluohia Street




Kapolei, Hawaii  96707




Contact:
Ms.  Lori Kahikina, Director





Dept. of Environmental Services





City and County of Honolulu





Telephone No.
(808) 768-3486
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This Fact Sheet includes the legal requirements and technical rationale that serve as the basis for the requirements of the draft permit.  



A.
Permit Information



The following table summarizes administrative information related to the Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant (hereinafter, facility).




Table F-1.  Facility Information




				Permittee



				City and County of Honolulu







				Name of Facility



				Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant







				Facility Address



				1350 Sand Island Parkway




Honolulu, HI 96707







				Facility Contact, Title, and Phone



				Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481







				Authorized Person to Sign and Submit Reports



				Lori M.K.  Kahikina, Director, (808) 768-8481



(Director, Deputy Director, and Second Deputy Director may sign reports)







				Mailing Address



				1000 Ulouhia St, Suite 308




Kapolei, HI 96707







				Billing Address



				Same as above







				Type of Facility



				Wastewater Treatment Plant







				Pretreatment Program



				Yes







				Reclamation Requirements



				No







				Facility Design Flow



				90 million gallons per day (MGD)







				Receiving Waters



				Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean







				Receiving Water Type



				Marine







				Receiving Water Classification



				Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters (HAR, Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B)) 











1.
NPDES Permit No.  HI 0020117, including ZOM, became effective on November 2, 1998, and expired on November 3, 2003.  The Permittee submitted an application for continued 301(h) variance on May 5, 2003.  The Permittee reapplied for an NPDES permit and ZOM on December 21, 2010, with additional information submitted on May 16, 2011, September 16, 2011, March 14, 2012, March 23, 2012, April 3, 2012, and June 19, 2013.



2.
The Director of Health (hereinafter Director) proposes to issue a permit to discharge to the waters of the state until five (5) years from the date of issuance, and has included in the proposed permit those terms and conditions which are necessary to carry out the provisions of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L.  92-500), Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (P.L.  95-217) and Chapter 342D, Hawaii Revised Statutes.




B.
Facility Setting



1.
Facility Operation and Location



The Permittee owns and operates the facility, located in Honolulu, Hawaii, on the island of Oahu.  The facility has a design capacity of 90 MGD and provides primary treatment of wastewater for approximately 405,000 people in the Sand Island Basin.  Influent wastewater enters the facility and is distributed to a minimum of two (2) of six (6) available aerated screening channels, where screening and flow measurement using Parshall flumes occur.  From there, wastewater is directed to the clarifiers’ influent channels for primary treatment.  The clarifiers’ influent channels distribute wastewater to eight 150-foot diameter primary clarifiers.  At normal flow, four clarifiers are in use.  Primary treated wastewater is then piped to effluent screens and then to disinfection.  The facility contains five (5) available dual bank high pressure ultraviolet (UV) disinfection channels.  After disinfection, treated effluent is discharged to Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, through Outfall Serial No.  001, at Latitude 21° 17’ 01” N and Longitude 157° 54’ 24”W.  



Outfall Serial No.  001 is an 84-inch diameter deep ocean outfall that discharges treated effluent through a diffuser that starts approximately 9,100 feet offshore and 230 feet below the surface of the water.  The diffuser is approximately 3,400 feet long with 282 side ports that range in size from 3 inches to 3.53 inches in diameter and two 7-inch diameter ports in the end gate.



Sludge processing at the facility consists of gravity thickeners, wet sludge storage tanks, and a digester.  Biosolids are processed onsite by an independent contractor.   



Storm water from the facility is regulated under the City and County of Honolulu’s municipal separate storm sewer (MS4) permit, NPDES Permit No.  HIS000002.  



Figure 1 of the draft permit provides a map showing the location of the facility.  Figure 2 of the draft permit provides a map of the Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and receiving water monitoring station locations.  



2.
Receiving Water Classification



The Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters” under Section 11-54-06(b)(2)(B), Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR).  Protected beneficial uses of Class A waters include recreation, aesthetic enjoyment, and the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife.




3.
Ocean Discharge Criteria




The Director has considered the Ocean Discharge Criteria, established pursuant to Section 403(c) of the CWA for the discharge of pollutants into the territorial sea, the waters of the contiguous zone, or the oceans.  The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has promulgated regulations for Ocean Discharge Criteria in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 125, Subpart M.  The Director has determined that the discharge will not cause unreasonable degradation to the marine environment.   Based on the current information, the Director proposes to issue a permit.




4.
Impaired Water Bodies on CWA 303(d) List




CWA Section 303(d) requires states to identify specific water bodies where water quality standards are not expected to be met after implementation of technology‑based effluent limitations on point sources.  



On September 20, 2013, the EPA approved the 2012 State of Hawaii Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment Report, which includes the 2012 303(d) List of Impaired Water Bodies in the State of Hawaii.



The Mamala Bay (off shore) is not listed as an impaired water body for any pollutants in the 2012 303(d) list.   Currently, this section of Mamala Bay is reported as a Category 2 waterbody.  At present, no TMDLs have been established for this waterbody.  



5.
Summary of Existing Effluent Limitations



a.
Existing Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data




Effluent limitations contained in the existing permit for discharges from Outfall Serial No.  001 and representative monitoring data from October 2006 through December 2013, are presented in the following tables.  



Table F-2.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001



				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitation



				Reported Data1







				



				



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily







				Flow



				MGD



				2



				2



				2



				76



				98



				149







				Biochemical Oxygen Demand (5-Day)



				mg/L



				1163



				1603



				2



				1284



				1344



				1804







				



				lbs/day



				79,3303



				109,4213



				2



				64,6534



				69,3274



				107,5444







				



				mg/L



				1195



				1225



				2



				1286



				1376



				1616







				



				lbs/day



				89,4145



				91,5945



				2



				60,3616



				66,0226



				75,8276







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 30 percent removal efficiency from influent stream.



				287







				Total Suspended Solids



				mg/L



				693



				1043



				2



				484



				594



				904







				



				lbs/day



				47,1873



				71,1243



				2



				27,1944



				31,5194



				71,9504







				



				mg/L



				485



				505



				2



				496



				536



				706







				



				lbs/day



				36,3495



				37,4035



				2



				24,4346



				31,8746



				67,2746







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 60 percent removal efficiency from influent stream.



				717







				1
Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 through June 2011.




2
No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required.




3
Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 Consent Decree for the United States of America v the City and County of Honolulu (2010 Consent Decree).  



4
Data reported from October 2006 until November 2010.



5
Interim effluent limitations contained in the 2010 Consent Decree.  Interim effluent limitations are applicable until the facility is in compliance with secondary treatment standards and became effective in December 2010.  



6
Data reported from December 2010 through December 2013.



7
Data represent minimum percent removal reported.











Table F-3.  Historic Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Data – Outfall Serial No.  001




				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitation



				Reported Data1







				



				



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Average Daily



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Average Daily







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 ml



				2



				2



				18,0002



				--



				16,4313



				90,500







				Oil and Grease



				mg/L



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				21.9



				79.1







				



				lbs/day



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				12,154



				44,355







				Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons



				mg/L



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				9.5



				18.3







				



				lbs/day



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				5,192



				9,881







				Fats, Oils, and Greases



				mg/L



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				12.5



				63.8







				



				lbs/day



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				6,962



				35,777







				Temperature



				°C



				NA



				4



				4



				--



				28.2



				30.4







				Total Nitrogen



				mg/L



				4



				4



				NA



				24



				29.2



				--







				



				lbs/day



				4



				4



				NA



				13,351



				14,339



				--







				Total Phosphorus



				mg/L



				4



				4



				NA



				3.155



				3.725



				--







				



				lbs/day



				4



				4



				NA



				1,7245



				1,9425



				--







				pH



				s.u.



				Not less than 6.0 nor greater than 9.0



				6.45 – 7.49







				Chronic Toxicity – Ceriodaphnia Dubia 



				TUc



				NA



				NA



				94



				--



				--



				46







				Chronic Toxicity –Tripneustes Gratilla



				TUc



				NA



				NA



				6



				--



				--



				1428.6







				Chlordane



				µg/L



				0.0076



				NA



				0.38



				0.0902



				--



				0.308







				



				lbs/day



				0.0052



				NA



				0.26



				0.0532



				--



				0.308







				Dieldrin



				µg/L



				0.012



				NA



				0.18



				0.037



				--



				0.172







				



				lbs/day



				0.0082



				NA



				0.12



				0.0242



				--



				0.172







				Total Residual Chlorine



				µg/L



				4



				4



				643



				7



				7



				7







				NA = Not Applicable




1
Source: Highest reported values from monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from October 2006 through December 2013.  Data for Enterococci is limited to data between January 2007 through December 2013 to represent only data since ultraviolet disinfection came online in November 2006.



2
Effluent limitation for enterococci became effective on July 21, 2002.




3
Reported as a geometric mean.  Only represents data since the ultraviolet disinfection system became effective in November 2006.



4
No effluent limitations for this pollutant in the previous permit, only monitoring required.




5
Reported by the Permittee as total phosphate.




6
The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.




7
The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, the Permittee did not submit total residual chlorine data.  











6.
Compliance Summary




The following table lists effluent limitation violations as identified in the monthly, quarterly, and annual DMRs submitted by the Permittee from December 2006 to April 2011.



Table F-4.  Summary of Compliance History




				Monitoring Period



				Violation Type



				Pollutant



				Reported Value



				Permit Limitation



				Units







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Chlordane



				1



				0.0076



				µg/L







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Chlordane



				1



				0.0052



				lbs/day







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Dieldrin



				2



				0.012



				µg/L







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Dieldrin



				2



				0.0082



				lbs/day







				October 2006 – July 2011



				Annual Average



				Enterococci



				3



				18,000



				CFU/100 mL







				March 2007



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				117



				116



				mg/L







				June 2007



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				119



				116



				mg/L







				October 2007



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				120



				116



				mg/L







				February 2010



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				118



				116



				mg/L







				March 2010



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				119



				116



				mg/L







				March 2011



				Weekly Average



				BOD5



				125



				122



				mg/L







				March 2011



				Weekly Average



				BOD5



				124



				122



				mg/L







				May 2011



				Weekly Average



				BOD5



				124



				122



				mg/L







				May 2011



				Monthly Average



				BOD5



				120



				119



				mg/L







				1
Chlordane samples exceeded the concentration and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 52 times from October 2006 through July 2011.  Effluent limitations in the current permit for chlordane were based on a human health water quality standard that was printed incorrectly in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and thus effluent limitations were 10 times smaller than necessary to protect the receiving water beneficial uses.  The water quality standards have been amended in HAR, Chapter 11-54, and the draft permit will reflect this amendment.  



2
Dieldrin samples exceeded the concentration-based annual average effluent limitations 52 times and mass-based annual average effluent limitations 44 times from October 2006 through July 2011.    



3
Enterococci samples exceeded daily maximum effluent limitation 35 times from October 2006 through July 2011.











7.
December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree)




On May 15, 1995, the U.S.  District Court for the District of Hawaii entered a Consent Decree requiring the facility to undertake certain steps to remedy CWA violations alleged in a Supplemental Complaint written on behalf of the EPA and DOH on October 3, 1994 (hereinafter, “the 1994 Complaint” and “the 1995 Consent Decree”).  The 1995 Consent Decree required the facility to undertake specific actions to improve conditions in its wastewater collection system, though, among other things, implementing comprehensive collection system maintenance and capacity programs, and to undertake two (2) Supplemental Environmental Projects.  After various complaints from the Sierra Club, Hawaii’s Thousand Friends, and Our Children’s Earth Foundation (hereinafter, Interveners), the Court entered a Stipulated Order on October 10, 2007.  After several more complaints, all parties agreed on a new Consent Decree entered on December 17, 2010 (2010 Consent Decree), which replaced the 1995 Consent Decree and the 2007 Stipulated Order, and terminated all complaints from the Interveners.  



In addition to the collection system upgrades the facility is required to undergo, the 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to withdraw any appeals of EPA’s denial of its application for a permit pursuant to Section 301(h) of the Clean Water Act, which allows a waiver from secondary treatment for ocean discharges.  The 2010 Consent Decree requires the Permittee to complete construction of facilities necessary to comply with secondary treatment standards by no later than December 31, 2038, and sets forth interim compliance milestones and interim effluent limitations for BOD5 and TSS until the facility achieves compliance with secondary treatment standards.  The 2010 Consent Decree supersedes requirements in the draft permit.




8.
Planned Changes




In accordance with the 2010 Consent Decree, the Permittee is required to complete various plant upgrades necessary to comply with secondary standards.  The deadlines for completing the upgrades are as follows:




Table F-5.  2010 Consent Decree Deadlines




				Deadline



				Requirement







				1/1/2019



				Execute a design contract, and issue a notice to proceed with design.







				1/1/2022



				Execute a construction contract, and issue a notice to proceed with construction.







				1/1/2024 to 12/31/2025



				If required, submit a proposal and financial analyses to extend deadline to no later than 12/31/2038.







				1/1/2030



				If the 2022 notice to proceed does not include all work due to phasing of the project, execute construction contract(s) and issue notice(s) to proceed for remaining work.







				12/31/2035



				Complete construction of facilities, unless proposal for deadline extension was approved.







				Extended deadline no later than 12/31/2038



				If proposal for extended deadline was approved, complete construction of facilities by that deadline.











The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet.



C.
Applicable Plans, Policies, and Regulations




1.
Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-54




On November 12, 1982, the Hawaii Administrative Rules, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 54 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-54).  HAR, Chapter 11-54 was amended and compiled on October 6, 1984; April 14, 1988; January 18, 1990; October 29, 1992; April 17, 2000; October 2, 2004; June 15, 2009; and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, Chapter  11-54 establishes beneficial uses and classifications of state waters, the state anti‑degradation policy, zones of mixing standards, and water quality criteria that are applicable to Honolulu Harbor.



Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-54.



2.
Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 11-55




On November 27, 1981 HAR, Title 11, Department of Health, Chapter 55 became effective (hereinafter HAR, Chapter 11-55).  HAR Chapter 11-55 was amended and compiled on October 29, 1992; September 22, 1997; January 6, 2001; November 7, 2002; August 1, 2005; October 22, 2007; June 15, 2009 and the most recent amendment was on October 21, 2012.  HAR, Chapter 11-55 establishes standard permit conditions and requirements for NPDES permits issued in Hawaii.  



Requirements of the draft permit implement HAR, Chapter 11-55.




3.
State Toxics Control Program




NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The State Toxics Control Program: Derivation of Water Quality-Based Discharge Toxicity Limits for Biomonitoring and Specific Pollutants (hereinafter, STCP) was finalized in April, 1989, and provides guidance for the development of water quality-based toxicity control in NPDES permits by developing the procedures for translating water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11-54, into enforceable NPDES permit limitations.  The STCP identifies procedures for calculating permit limitations for specific toxic pollutants for the protection of aquatic life and human health.  




Guidance contained in the STCP was used to determine effluent limitations in the draft permit.




D.
Rationale for Effluent Limitations and Discharge Specifications




The CWA requires point source Permittees to control the amount of conventional, non-conventional, and toxic pollutants that are discharged into the waters of the United States.  The control of pollutants discharged is established through effluent limitations and other requirements in NPDES permits.  NPDES regulations establish two (2) principal bases for effluent limitations.  At 40 CFR 122.44(a), permits are required to include applicable technology-based limitations and standards; and at 40 CFR 122.44(d), permits are required to include WQBELs to attain and maintain applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria to protect the beneficial uses of the receiving water.  When numeric water quality objectives have not been established, but a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above a narrative criterion, WQBELs may be established using one or more of three methods described at 40 CFR 122.44(d) – 1) WQBELs may be established using a calculated water quality criterion derived from a proposed state criterion or an explicit state policy or regulation interpreting its narrative criterion; 2) WQBELs may be established on a case-by-case basis using EPA criteria guidance published under CWA Section 304(a); or 3) WQBELs may be established using an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern.




1.
Technology-Based Effluent Limitations



a.
Scope and Authority




Section 301(b) of the CWA and implementing EPA permit regulations at 40 CFR 122.44 require that permits include conditions meeting applicable technology-based requirements at a minimum, and any more stringent effluent limitations necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  The discharge authorized by this permit must meet minimum federal technology-based requirements based on Secondary Treatment Standards at 40 CFR 133.



Regulations promulgated in 40 CFR 125.3(a)(1) require technology-based effluent limitations for municipal Permittees to be placed in NPDES permits based on Secondary Treatment Standards or Equivalent to Secondary Treatment Standards.




The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 92-500) established the minimum performance requirements for publically owned treatment works (POTWs) [defined in section 304(d)(1)].  CWA Section 301(b)(1)(B) requires that such treatment works must, as a minimum, meet effluent limitations based on secondary treatment as defined by the EPA Administrator.




Based on this statutory requirement, EPA developed secondary treatment regulations, which are specified in 40 CFR 133.  These technology-based regulations apply to all municipal wastewater treatment plants and identify the minimum level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment in terms of 5-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), total suspended solids (TSS), and pH.




b.
Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations




During the drafting of the previous permit, the EPA granted a 301(h) variance from secondary treatment requirements for the facility.  As a result, BOD5 and TSS effluent limitations contained in the previous permit were less stringent than secondary treatment standards and were based on data collected at the facility from January 1993 through December 1997.  



On May 5, 2003, the Permittee submitted an application for renewal of its 301(h) variance along with an application for renewing the NPDES permit.  On February 9, 2009, the EPA’s decision to deny the Permittee’s application for a 301(h) variance became effective.  The denial was on the ground that the EPA concluded that the applicant’s proposed discharge will not comply with the requirements of CWA Section 301(h) and 40 CFR 125, Subpart G, and the water quality standards of HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Therefore, technology-based effluent limitations in the draft permit are based on secondary treatment standards contained in 40 CFR 133, as described below.




At 40 CFR 133 in the Secondary Treatment Regulations, EPA has established the minimum required level of effluent quality attainable by secondary treatment shown in Table F-6 below.  The standards in Table F-6 are applicable to the facility and therefore established in the draft permit as technology-based effluent limitations.




Table F-6.  Applicable Technology-Based Effluent Limitations



				Parameter



				Units



				30-Day Average



				7-Day Average







				BOD51



				mg/L



				30



				45







				TSS1



				mg/L



				30



				45







				pH



				standard units



				6.0 – 9.0







				1
The 30-day average percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent.











However, Paragraph 31 of the 2010 Consent Decree establishes interim effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Sand Island for flow, BOD5 and TSS.  Paragraph 32 of the 2010 Consent Decree specifically states, “From the Effective Date of this Consent Decree until the final compliance milestone set pursuant to Paragraph 31 for the Sand Island WWTP, CCH shall comply with the requirements and interim effluent limits for TSS and BOD5 set forth for the Sand Island WWTP, notwithstanding any final effluent limitations for TSS and BOD5 set forth in CCH’s applicable NPDES permit for the Sand Island WWTP; provided, however, that this Consent Decree shall not affect the force or effect of any other effluent limitations, or monitoring and reporting requirements, or any other terms and conditions of its applicable NPDES permit.”



Thus, technology-based effluent limitations based on secondary treatment standards established in this permit for BOD5 and TSS are subject to the interim requirements established in the 2010 Consent Decree.  The 2010 Consent Decree is provided in Attachment A to this Fact Sheet.



2.
Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations (WQBELs)




a.
Scope and Authority




NPDES Regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require permits to include WQBELs for pollutants, including toxicity, that are or may be discharged at levels that cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, including numeric and narrative objectives within a standard (reasonable potential).  As specified in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(i), permits are required to include WQBELs for all pollutants “which the Director determines are or may be discharged at a level that will cause, have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state water quality standard.”  



The process for determining reasonable potential and calculating WQBELs, when necessary, is intended to protect the receiving waters as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  When WQBELs are necessary to protect the receiving waters, the DOH has followed the requirements of HAR, Chapter 11-54, the STCP, and other applicable State and federal guidance policies to determine WQBELs in the draft permit.  



Where reasonable potential has been established for a pollutant, but there is no numeric criterion or objective for the pollutant, WQBELS must be established in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), using (1) EPA criteria guidance under CWA Section 304(a), supplemented where necessary by other relevant information; (2) an indicator parameter for the pollutant of concern; or (3) a calculated numeric water quality criterion, such as a proposed state criterion or policy interpreting the state’s narrative criterion, supplemented with other relevant information.




b.
Applicable Water Quality Standards



The beneficial uses and water quality standards that apply to the receiving waters for this discharge are from HAR, Chapter 11-54.




(1)
HAR, Chapter 11-54.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 specifies numeric aquatic life standards for 72 toxic pollutants and human health standards for 60 toxic pollutants, as well as narrative standards for toxicity.  Effluent limitations and provisions in the draft permit are based on available information to implement these standards.



(2)
Water Quality Standards.  The facility discharges to the Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean, which is classified as a Marine Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  As specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54, saltwater standards apply when the dissolved inorganic ion concentration is above 0.5 parts per thousand.  As such, a reasonable potential analysis (RPA) was conducted using saltwater standards.  Additionally, human health water quality standards were also used in the RPA to protect human health.  Where both saltwater standards and human health standards are available for a particular pollutant, the more stringent of the two (2) will be used in the RPA.




40 CFR 122.45(c) requires effluent limitations for metals to be expressed as total recoverable metal.  Since water quality standards for metals are expressed in the dissolved form in HAR, Chapter 11-54, factors or translators must be used to convert metal concentrations from dissolved to total recoverable.  Default EPA conversion factors were used to convert the applicable dissolved criteria to total recoverable.



(3)
Receiving Water Hardness.  HAR, Chapter 11-54 contains water quality criteria for six (6) metals that vary as a function of hardness in freshwater.  A lower hardness results in a lower freshwater water quality standard.  The metals with hardness dependent standards include cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, silver, and zinc.  Ambient hardness values are used to calculate freshwater water quality standards that are hardness dependent.  Since saltwater standards are used for the RPA, the receiving water hardness was not taken into consideration when determining reasonable potential.  



c.
Determining the Need for WQBELs



NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d) require effluent limitations to control all pollutants which are or may be discharged at a level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any state water quality standard.  Assessing whether a pollutant has reasonable potential is the fundamental step in determining whether or not a WQBEL is required.  Using the methods prescribed in EPA’s Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (the TSD, EPA/505/2-90-001, 1991), the effluent data from Outfall Serial No.  001 were analyzed to determine if the discharge demonstrates reasonable potential.  The RPA compared the effluent data with numeric and narrative water quality standards in HAR, Chapter 11‑54-4.  To determine reasonable potential for nutrients contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, a direct comparison of the receiving water concentrations at the edge of the ZOM was compared to the most stringent WQS.  



(1) Reasonable Potential Analysis (RPA).  The RPA for pollutants with WQS specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4, based on the TSD, combines knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient of variation with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an estimated maximum receiving water concentration as a result of the effluent.  The estimated receiving water concentration is calculated as the upper bound of the expected lognormal distribution of effluent concentrations at a high confidence level.  The projected maximum receiving water concentration, after consideration of dilution, is then compared to the WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54, to determine if the pollutant has reasonable potential.  The projected maximum receiving water concentration has reasonable potential if it cannot be demonstrated with a high confidence level that the upper bound of the lognormal distribution of effluent concentrations is below the receiving water standards.  



Because the most stringent WQS for pollutants specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, are provided as geometric means and exceedances of these WQS are less sensitive to effluent variability, the RPA was conducted by doing a direct comparison of the maximum effluent concentration to the most stringent applicable WQS.



(2)
Effluent Data.  The RPA was based on the effluent monitoring data submitted to the DOH in DMRs from October 2006 through February 2011.    



(3)
Dilution.  The STCP discusses dilution, defined as the reduction in the concentration of a pollutant or discharge which results from mixing with the receiving waters, for submerged and high-rate outfalls.  The STCP states that minimum dilution is used for establishing effluent limitations based on chronic criteria and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and average conditions is used for establishing effluent limitations based on human health standards for carcinogens.  



The previous permit included a dilution of 94:1 (seawater: effluent) for limitations based on saltwater chronic criteria and human health criteria for non-carcinogens, and 476:1 for human health criteria for carcinogens.  In EPA’s December 2007 301(h) Waiver Tentative Decision Document for Sand Island (TDD), EPA conducted dilution modeling for the facility using Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model.  EPA evaluated 33 receiving water temperature and salinity depth profiles from February 1999 through April 2007 to determine the critical initial dilution for the Permittee’s discharge.  During this modeling effort, EPA determined that the temperature and salinity depth profile from July 2, 2002 was appropriate to use in the modeling effort because it represents a conservative estimate of ambient conditions into which the Permittee discharges, and thus would be protective of water quality.  The use of less conservative ambient profiles may result in an initial dilution that is not fully protective of water quality standards under some discharge conditions.  Further, this approach is consistent with EPA’s Initial Mixing Characteristic of Municipal Ocean Discharges, which indicates that “worst-case” conditions be evaluated using a combination of conservative values for conditions affecting initial dilution.



Using conservative estimates for each input parameter, as described within the TDD, EPA determined a critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 was appropriate to be applied to chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is appropriate for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens such as chlordane and dieldrin.  



On September 14, 2011, the Permittee submitted a dilution study for the facility.  The study used the Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for dilution calculations, and considered quarterly ambient data from 2006 through 2009 (for a total of 16 data sets).  A number of concerns were identified with the submitted study:



· The Permittee did not use actual ambient salinity data within the ambient profiles, and instead used a constant salinity value of 34.99 psu throughout the water column.  This is significant because density gradients (to which salinity is an important factor) may have a large impact on available initial dilution within the receiving water.  Dilution modeling guidance within the 301(h) waiver TSD states that initial dilution calculations can be strongly dependent on the vertical gradient of ambient density, and larger applicants should evaluate a substantial amount of data from both the discharge site and nearby areas that have similar environmental conditions before selection a “worst-case density profile”.  



· When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of the STCP.  



· The Permittee did not consider available ambient data prior to 2006, and evaluated less than half the ambient profiles than those used within EPA’s modeling effort.  A smaller data set is less likely to account for potential environmental conditions that might limit initial dilution.  



· The dilution study failed to consider effluent salinity.  Effluent temperature and salinity are important factors when evaluating how the density of the effluent and how it will disperse through the vertical ambient water column.  



Because of the deficiencies discussed above, the Permittee’s September 14, 2011 dilution study, EPA’s 2007 dilution study has been determined to be more defendable and thus applicable for permit development.  The major deficiencies were discussed with the Permittee during the permit renewal process.  As such, the Permittee resubmitted an April 3, 2012 dilution study.  



As with the two (2) previously discussed modeling efforts, the Permittee used Visual PLUMES Three-Dimensional Updated Merge model for the April 3, 2012 dilution study.  Within in the April 3, 2012 dilution study, the Permittee used temperature and salinity ambient profiles from 2007 through 2011, for a total of 20 ambient density profiles.  Multiple concerns were identified in the resubmitted study, including:



· The Permittee did not use reasonable worst-case conditions, using a combination of conservative values for all the conditions that impact initial dilution, specifically effluent salinity.



· When determining the average dilution, the Permittee did not use the design flow rate of the facility, as specified in section II.B.1 of the STCP.  



Additionally, the Permittee’s most recent dilution analysis considered fewer ambient density profiles than EPA’s analysis.



DOH acknowledges the importance of using recent ambient and effluent data and model input values that accurately reflect current facility operations.  However, using the most recent study to evaluate reasonable potential or establish effluent limitations is not always appropriate.  In this case, EPA’s dilution analysis remains a valid analysis that accurately represents current facility operations and considered accurate and recent ambient density profiles.  EPA’s study considered a greater number of ambient profiles over a longer time period, and is more likely to capture conservative conditions that may reduce available dilution.  



Because of the concerns identified with the Permittee’s two dilution studies, and considering that EPA’s dilution study continues to be representative, EPA’s dilution analysis results have been used in the development of this permit.  



Consistent with the STCP and EPA’s approach in the TDD, DOH has determined the critical short-term initial dilution of 103:1 is applicable for chronic and fish consumption criteria for non-carcinogens, and the average dilution of 294:1 is applicable for fish consumption criteria for carcinogens.  



HAR, Chapter 11-54-9, allows the use of a ZOM to demonstrate compliance with WQS.  ZOMs consider initial dilution, dispersion, and reactions from substances which may be considered to be pollutants.  However, due to other potential sources of pollutants into the receiving water, such as storm water runoff or unidentified discharges, it is often problematic to determine the cause of WQS exceedances in the receiving water at the edge of a ZOM.  It is more practical to determine the available dilution provided in the ZOM and apply that dilution to the WQS to calculate an effluent limitation that can be applied end-of-pipe.  



However, an available dilution at the edge of the ZOM that accounts for assimilative capacity is not currently known for this discharge.  Thus, for Section 11-54-6 parameters, reasonable potential to contribute to an exceedance of WQS is most reasonably assessed by comparing monitoring data at the edge of the ZOM to the applicable WQS.  If an annual geometric mean at the edge of a ZOM exceeds the applicable WQS, the Permittee is determined to have reasonable potential for the pollutant.  If an exceedance of WQS is not observed at the edge of the ZOM, it is assumed that sufficient dilution and assimilative capacity exists to meet WQS at the edge of the ZOM.




Where reasonable potential has been determined for Section 11-54-6 pollutants, limitations must be established that are protective of water quality.  Because the available dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not known, where assimilative capacity exists this permit establishes limitations for Section 11-54-6 pollutants as performance-based effluent limitations and receiving water limitations and requires the Permittee to conduct a dilution analysis at the edge of the ZOM so that end-of-pipe effluent limitations may be established during future permitting efforts.  Where assimilative capacity does not exist, it is not appropriate to grant a ZOM and/or dilution, and an end-of-pipe criteria-based effluent limitation must be established that is protective of WQS.




Assimilative capacity for pollutants with reasonable potential is evaluated for Section 11-54-6 pollutants by aggregating all ZOM control station data annually and comparing the annual geometric means to the applicable WQS.  If an annual geometric mean exceeds 90 percent of the WQS, assimilative capacity is determined to be insufficient and dilution may not be granted.




(4)
Summary of RPA Results.  The maximum effluent concentrations from the DMRs over the current permit term and the NPDES Application Form 2C, maximum projected receiving water concentration after dilution calculated using methods from the TSD, the applicable HAR, Section 11‑54-4(b)(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) water quality standard, and result of the RPA for pollutants discharged from Outfall Serial No.  001 are presented in Table F-7, below.  The maximum projected concentrations for toxics specified in HAR, Section 11-54-4 have been revised to reflect available dilution.  For nutrients and water quality standards specified in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3), dilution, where available, has been accounted for within the summarized applicable water quality standard.  Only pollutants detected in the discharge are presented in Table F-7.  All other pollutants were not detected and therefore, no reasonable potential exists.  



Table F-7.  Summary of RPA Results



				Parameter



				Units



				Maximum Effluent Concentration



				Maximum Projected Concentration



				Applicable Water Quality Standard



				RPA Results







				Antimony, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				1.6



				.044



				15,000



				No







				Arsenic, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				1.5



				0.041



				36



				No







				Beryllium, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				0.44



				0.0038



				0.038



				No







				Cadmium, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				0.13



				0.0036



				9.4



				No







				Chromium, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				4.8



				0.133



				501



				No







				Copper, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				40



				1.106



				3.5



				No







				Cyanide, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				10



				0.277



				1.0



				No







				Lead, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				19



				0.526



				5.9



				No







				Mercury, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				0.06



				0.002



				0.025



				No







				Nickel, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				5.9



				0.196



				8.4



				No







				Selenium, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				1.2



				0.033



				71



				No







				Silver, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				0.80



				0.022



				2.7



				No







				Thallium, Total Recoverable



				µg/L



				2.2



				0.061



				16



				No







				Zinc, Total Recoverable



				μg/L



				85



				2.351



				91



				No







				Acrolein



				μg/L



				1.4



				0.039



				18



				No







				Benzene



				μg/L



				4.8



				0.042



				13



				No







				Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate



				μg/L



				1.3



				0.036



				16,000



				No







				Chlordane



				μg/L



				0.28



				0.001655



				0.00016



				Yes







				Chloroform



				μg/L



				1.0



				0.009



				5.1



				No







				Dieldrin



				μg/L



				0.083



				0.000995



				0.000025



				Yes







				Diethyl Phthalate



				μg/L



				3.1



				0.086



				590,000



				No







				Endosulfan Sulfate



				μg/L



				0.0090



				0.00025



				0.0087



				No







				Ethylbenzene



				μg/L



				0.8



				0.022



				140



				No







				Malathion



				μg/L



				0.22



				0.006



				0.10



				No







				Phenol



				μg/L



				5.1



				0.141



				170



				No







				Toluene



				μg/L



				21



				0.581



				2,100



				No







				Trichloroethylene



				μg/L



				0.20



				0.002



				26



				No







				1,4-Dichlorobenzene



				μg/L



				1.4



				0.039



				660



				No







				DDT2



				μg/L



				0.024



				0.00021



				0.000008



				Yes







				Total Nitrogen



				μg/L



				1203



				NA



				150.00



				No







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				6.53



				NA



				3.53



				Yes







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen



				μg/L



				1.853



				NA



				5.0



				No







				Total Phosphorus



				μg/L



				8.823



				NA



				20.00



				No







				1
Water quality standard is expressed as Chromium VI.



2
DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD.



3
Maximum annual geometric mean at the edge of the ZOM.











(5)
Reasonable Potential Determination.  



(a) Constituents with limited data.  In some cases, reasonable potential cannot be determined because effluent data are limited.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to continue to monitor for these constituents in the effluent using analytical methods that provide the lowest available detection limitations.  When additional data become available, further RPAs will be conducted to determine whether to add numeric effluent limitations to this draft permit or to continue monitoring.



Data for the following parameters was not available: 



· Dichlorobromomethane



· Carbon Tetrachloride



· 1,2-Dichloroethane



· Bromoform



· Chlorodibromomethane



· delta-BHC



· Acenaphthylene



· Acrylonitrile



· Anthracene



· Benzo(b)Fluoranthene



· Benzo(k)Fluoranthene



· Benzo(a)Pyrene



· Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether



· Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane



· Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether



· Butylbenzyl Phthalate



· Chlorobenzene



· Chrysene



· Dimethyl Phthalate



· 1,2-Diphenylhydrazine



· beta-Endosulfan



· alpha-Endosulfan



· Fluoranthene



· Fluorene



· Hexachlorocyclopentadiene



· Hexachloroethane



· Indeno(1,2,3-cd) Pyrene



· Isophorone



· Methyl Bromide



· Methyl Chloride



· N-Nitrosodimethylamine



· N-Nitrosodi-n-Propylamine



· N-Nitrosodiphenylamine



· Nitrobenzene



· Para Chlorometa Cresol



· Phenanthrene



· Pyrene



· Tetrachloroethylene



· 1,1-Dichloroethane



· 1,1-Dichloroethylene



· 1,1,1-Trichloroethane



· 1,1,2-Trichloroethane



· 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane



· Benzo(ghi)Perylene



· Benzo(a)Anthracene



· 1,2-Dichlorobenzene



· 1,2-Dichloropropane



· 1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene



· 1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene



· Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene



· 1,3-Dichlorobenzene



· 2-Chloroethylvinyl Ether



· 2-Chloronaphthalene



· 2-Chlorophenol



· 2-Nitrophenol



· Di-n-Octyl Phthalate



· 2,4-Dichlorophenol



· 2,4-Dimethylphenol



· 2,4-Dinitrotoluene



· 2,4-Dinitrophenol



· 2,4,6-Trichlorophenol



· 2,6-Dinitrotoluene



· 3,3 Dichlorobenzidine



· 4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether



· 4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether



· 4-Nitrophenol



· 2-Methyl- 4,6-Dinitrophenol



· PCB-1016



· 2,3,7,8 TCDD



· Naphthalene



· Pentachlorophenol



· Di-n-Butyl Phthalate



· Benzidine



· Vinyl Chloride



· 4,4'-DDE



· Aldrin



· alpha-BHC



· beta-BHC



· gamma-BHC



· Endrin



· Toxaphene



· Heptachlor



· Heptachlor Epoxide



· Methoxychlor



· PCBs



· Parathion



· Demeton



· Guthion



· Hexachlorobenzene



· Hexachlorobutadiene



· Mirex



· 1,3-Dichloropropylene



· Chloroethane



· Chlorophyll a



· Turbidity



(b)
Pollutants with No Reasonable Potential.  WQBELs are not included in this draft permit for constituents listed in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4.(3) and 11-54-6(b)(3) that do not demonstrate reasonable potential; however, monitoring for such pollutants is still required in order to collect data for future RPAs.  Pollutants with no reasonable potential consist of those identified in Table F-7 or any pollutant not discussed in Parts D.2.c.(5).(a) or D.2.c.(5).(c) of this Fact Sheet.  



(c) Pollutants with Reasonable Potential.  The RPA indicated that chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen have reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above state water quality standards.   .  Thus, WQBELs have been established in this draft permit at Outfall Serial No.  001 for chlordane, dieldrin, DDT, and ammonia nitrogen.  



The RPA results for chlordane and dieldrin are consistent with the results of EPA’s TDD in which EPA found the permittee would exceed WQS for chlordane and dieldrin.  The RPA results for ammonia nitrogen are also consistent with the findings by EPA in the TDD.  



The WQBELs were calculated based on water quality standards contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54 and procedures contained in both STCP and HAR, Chapter 11-54, as discussed in Part D.2.d, below.



d.
WQBEL Calculations



Specific pollutant limits may be calculated for both the protection of aquatic life and human health.  



(1)
WQBELs based on Aquatic Life Standards.  The STCP categorizes a discharge from a facility into one of four categories: (1) marine discharges through submerged outfalls; (2) discharges without submerged outfalls; (3) discharges to streams; or (4) high-rate discharges.  Once a discharge has been categorized, effluent limitations for pollutants with reasonable potential can be calculated, as described below.  



(a)
For marine discharges through submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent limitation shall be the product of the chronic water quality standard and the minimum dilution factor; 




(b)
For discharges without submerged outfalls, the daily maximum effluent limitation shall be the acute toxicity standard.  More stringent limits based on the chronic standards may be developed using Best Professional Judgment (BPJ);




(c)
For discharges to streams, the effluent limitation shall be the most stringent of the acute standard and the product of the chronic standard and dilution; and 




(d) For high rate outfalls, the maximum limit for a particular pollutant is equal to the product of the acute standard and the acute dilution factor determined according to Section II.B.4 of the STCP.  More stringent limits based on chronic standards may be developed using BPJ.




(2)
WQBELs based on Human Health Standards.  The STCP specifies that the fish consumption standards are based upon the bioaccumulation of toxics in aquatic organisms followed by consumption by humans.   .  Limits based on the fish consumption standards should be applied as 30-day averages for non-carcinogens and annual averages for carcinogens.




The discharge from this facility is considered a marine discharge through a submerged outfall.  Therefore, for pollutants with reasonable potential, the draft permit establishes, on a pollutant by pollutant basis, daily maximum effluent limitations based on saltwater chronic aquatic life standard after considering dilution and average monthly effluent limitations for non‑carcinogens or annual average effluent limitations for carcinogens based on the human health standard after considering dilution.  WQBELs established in the draft permit are discussed in detail below.



(3)
Calculation of Pollutant-Specific WQBELs



As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3) of this Fact Sheet, a minimum initial dilution of 103:1 and an average initial dilution of 294:1 have been established.  However, after consideration of the applicable antidegradation regulations in HAR chapter 11-54-1.1, the Director has determined that the Permittee does not need a less stringent dilution to be in compliance with daily maximum effluent limitations in the draft permit, and therefore does not justify allowing for an increased dilution for human health standards for non-carcinogens to 103:1.   Therefore, the draft permit retains the dilution of 94:1 for human health standards for non-carcinogens for the calculation of applicable effluent limitations.   



The following equations were used to calculate reasonable potential for the pollutants below.



Projected Maximum RWC = MEC x 99%ratio x Dm



Where: 



RWC
=
Receiving water concentration



MEC 
= 
Maximum effluent concentration reported



99%ratio 
=
The 99% ratio from Table 3-1 in the TSD or calculated using methods in Section 3.3.2 of the TSD.



Dm
=
Percent Dilution (i.e., 94:1, or 1.06%, for chronic toxicity standards and human health standards for non-carcinogens, and 294:1, or 0.34% for human health standards for carcinogens)   



If the projected maximum receiving water concentration is greater than the applicable water quality standard from HAR, Chapter 11-54, the reasonable potential exists for the pollutant and effluent limitations are established.  Pollutants with reasonable potential are discussed below in detail.



(a)
Chlordane



i.
Chlordane Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable water quality standard for chlordane is the human health standard of 0.00016 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  



ii.
RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for chlordane (n = 81) with an average of 0.064 µg/L and a standard deviation of 0.045 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.69.  Based on a CV of 0.69 and 81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.58.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.  



The maximum effluent concentration for chlordane was 0.308 μg/L.  



Projected Maximum RWC
= 
MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm



=
(0.308 µg/L) x 1.58 x 0.0034



= 
0.001655 µg/L



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard
= 
0.00016 µg/L



The projected maximum receiving water concentration (0.001655 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality standard for this pollutant (0.00016 μg/L), demonstrating reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes effluent limitations for chlordane.



iii.
Chlordane WQBELs.  WQBELs for chlordane are calculated using STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.38 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1.



iv.
Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.279 µg/L.  Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.38 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed maximum daily chlordane effluent limitations.  



The maximum annual average concentration reported for chlordane during the term of the previous permit was 0.09 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.  



v.
Anti-backsliding.  The previous permit contained a more stringent annual average maximum effluent limitation for chlordane.  The annual average effluent limitation for chlordane was based on the human health aquatic life standard of 0.000016 mg/L, contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(3) at the time the permit was adopted.  However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the human health water quality standard was stated incorrectly in HAR, Chapter11‑54.  The value was stated as 0.000016 µg/L, instead of 0.00016 µg/L.  The DOH has since amended the water quality standard.  The new standard of 0.00016 µg/L was adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes a new annual average effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.05 µg/L based on the new water quality standard of 0.00016 µg/L and a dilution of 294:1.  This is less stringent than the previous permit which established an effluent limitation for chlordane of 0.0076 µg/L based on the incorrect standard and a less stringent dilution of 476:1.  Anti‑backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allow for effluent limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent than the previous permit if information is available at the time of permit reissuance that wasn’t available at the time the previous permit was adopted.  The new effluent limitation is based on the finding that the previous WQS was incorrect and a corrected WQS has been adopted in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  In addition, as discussed in Part D.2.c.(3),  dilution values have been calculated by EPA using recent ambient conditions and modern modeling software.  The dilution study showed that the receiving water has an available average dilution of 294:1.  



Based on an annual average effluent limitation of 0.05 μg/L, and a new design flow of 90 MGD, the permittee will have a mass-based effluent limitation of 0.037 lbs/day.  Based on effluent data from October 2006 through June 2011, the Permittee’s running annual average loading for chlordane is 0.036 lbs/day, with a maximum annual average loading of 0.052 lbs/day.  Thus, an increase in the average annual effluent limitation for chlordane is not expected to result in an increase in loading of the pollutant discharged to the receiving water.  The DOH  has determined that the impact of the new effluent limitation will be insignificant on the receiving water and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses will be maintained and protected.  Because the receiving water is not impaired for chlordane, and the revised limitation is not expected to result in an increase of loading of chlordane to the receiving water, degradation of the receiving water is not expected, and the revised limitation is consistent with the requirements of Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.  



Establishing a less stringent annual average effluent limitation based on a new dilution and an amended water quality standard for chlordane given the circumstances is consistent with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations.  



(b)
Dieldrin



i.
Dieldrin Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable water quality standard for dieldrin is the human health standard of 0.000025 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  



ii.
RPA Results.  The Permittee reported 81 data points for dieldrin (n = 81) with an average of 0.025 µg/L and a standard deviation of 0.021 µg/L, resulting in a CV = 0.87.  Based on a CV of 0.87 and 81 samples, the 99% multiplier calculated using methods described in section 3.3.2 of the TSD was 1.7.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.  



The maximum effluent concentration for dieldrin was 0.172 μg/L.  



Projected Maximum RWC
= 
MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm



=
(0.172 µg/L) x 1.7 x 0.0034



= 
0.000995 µg/L



HAR, Section 11-54 Water Quality Standard
= 
0.000025 µg/L



The projected maximum receiving water concentration (0.000995 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality standard for this pollutant (0.000025 μg/L), demonstrating reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes effluent limitations for dieldrin.



iii.
Dieldrin WQBELs.  WQBELs for dieldrin were calculated using STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for dieldrin of 0.18 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1.



iv.
Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.083 µg/L.  Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.18 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed maximum daily dieldrin effluent limitations.  



The maximum annual average concentration reported for dieldrin during the term of the previous permit was 0.037 µg/L.   Since the maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0074 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to immediately comply with proposed annual average effluent limitation.  



v.
Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations established in this permit are at least as stringent as the effluent limitations established in the previous permit.  



(c)
DDT



i.
DDT Water Quality Standards.  The most stringent applicable water quality standard for DDT is the human health standard of 0.000008 µg/L, as specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  



ii.
RPA Results.  The Permittee reported nine data points for DDT (n = 14), resulting in a CV = 0.6.  Based on a CV of 0.6 and 14 samples, the 99% multiplier from Table 3.1 of the TSD was 2.6.  As discussed in Part D.2.c.(3), the facility is granted a dilution of 294:1 for human health carcinogens.  Therefore, Dm = 0.34%.  



The maximum effluent concentration for DDT was 0.024 μg/L.  



Projected Maximum RWC
= 
MEC  x 99%ratio x Dm



=
(0.024 µg/L) x 2.6 x 0.0034



= 
0.00021 µg/L



HAR, 11-54 Water Quality Standard
= 
0.000008 µg/L



The projected maximum receiving water concentration (0.00026 µg/L) exceeds the most stringent applicable water quality standard for this pollutant (0.000008 μg/L), demonstrating reasonable potential.  Therefore, the draft permit establishes effluent limitations for DDT.



iii.
DDT WQBELs.  WQBELs for DDT were calculated using STCP procedures and are based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and human health standard.  The draft permit establishes a daily maximum effluent limitation for DDT of 0.094 μg/L based on the chronic aquatic life water quality standard and a dilution of 94:1, and an annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L based on the human health standard for carcinogens and a dilution of 294:1.



iv.
Feasibility.  The maximum effluent concentration reported for DDT during the term of the previous permit was 0.024 µg/L.  Since the maximum effluent concentration is less than the proposed maximum daily effluent limitation of 0.094 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility will be able to comply with proposed maximum daily DDT effluent limitations.  The maximum annual average concentration reported for DDT during the term of the previous permit was 0.024 µg/L.  Since the maximum annual average effluent concentration is greater than the proposed annual average effluent limitation of 0.0024 µg/L, the DOH has determined that the facility may not be able to comply with proposed annual average effluent limitations.  



v.
Anti-backsliding.  Anti-backsliding requirements are satisfied because the previous permit did not contain effluent limitations for DDT at Outfall Serial No.  001.



e.
Nutrients




i. Ammonia Nitrogen




HAR, Chapter 11-54-6, establishes the following WQS for ammonia nitrogen:



				Parameter



				Geometric Mean



				Value not to exceed more than 10% of the time



				Value not to exceed more than 2% of the time







				Ammonia Nitrogen (μg/L)



				3.50



				8.50



				15.00











As demonstrated in Table F-7 of this Fact Sheet, reasonable potential to exceed applicable WQS for ammonia nitrogen has been determined.  This finding is consistent with EPA’s TDD, which found, based on receiving water data, that, “[the Permittee] has not demonstrated that it can consistently attain State water quality standards for ammonia nitrogen.”  



Receiving water data from February 18, 2009 through October 23, 2013 indicate that assimilative capacity is available for ammonia nitrogen in the receiving water.  Assimilative capacity was determined as specified below:




i. Review EPA’s 303(d) list to determine if the water body is impaired for ammonia nitrogen.




The water body is not listed in EPA’s 303(d) list for ammonia nitrogen.




ii. Identify nearby control stations to determine the “decision unit” for analysis.




Control Stations D1, D4, E1, and E4 have been identified as the applicable control stations for evaluating assimilative capacity and constitute the decision unit for the analysis.




iii. Data from all stations (including surface, middle, and bottom) are aggregated together to represent the decision unit and generate annual geomeans.  To ensure adequate assimilative capacity, the highest annual geomean for the decision unit shall not exceed 90 percent of the applicable WQS.



The resulting geomeans were:




				Year



				Result (μg/L)







				2009



				1.42







				2010



				1.6







				2011



				2.01







				2012



				2.25







				2013



				2.53











The highest annual geomean for the decision unit of 2.53 μg/L is less than 90 percent of the applicable WQS (3.15 μg/L).  Assimilative capacity appears to be present in the receiving water.




iv. Consider other available information if available, including studies, reports, and receiving water data trends.



Information is not currently known that would result in the removal of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  However, as presented in step iii.  Above, receiving water data does indicate a trend of increasing concentration within the receiving water.  The Permittee shall be required to conduct a ZOM confirmation study to verify that assimilative capacity within the receiving water exists and that the observed trend of increasing ammonia nitrogen concentrations is not due to a lack of assimilative capacity.



Because dilution at the edge of the ZOM is not currently known, end-of-pipe water quality-based effluent limitations cannot be determined.  However, WQS exceedances at the edge of the ZOM occurred over the previous permit term, indicating that current effluent concentrations have the potential to exceed the available assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.  In the absence of a known dilution factor at the boundary of the ZOM, and in addition to applicable receiving water limitations and requirements to evaluate available assimilative capacity and dilution at the edge of the ZOM, this permit establishes performance-based effluent limitations for ammonia nitrogen to minimize the potential for WQS exceedances within the receiving water.  



Effluent data for ammonia nitrogen is limited to three monitoring events, with an MEC of 15,400 μg/L reported with the NPDES permit renewal application.  When there are less than 10 sampling data points available, the TSD recommends a coefficient of variation of 0.6 be utilized as representative of wastewater effluent sampling.  The multipliers contained in Table 5-2 of the TSD are used to determine a maximum daily limitation based on a long-term average objective.  In this case, the long-term average objective is to maintain, at a minimum, the current plant performance level.  Because there are less than 10 sampling points, the interim daily maximum effluent limitation has been based on 3.11 times the MEC.  



A performance-based single sample effluent limitation of 47,894 μg/L has been established based on the maximum effluent concentration observed over the previous permit term.  Further, receiving water limitations based on the standards established in HAR, Chapter 11-54-6(b)(3) have been established in this permit.




Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because the effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for ammonia nitrogen, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit.



f.
pH 



The Permittee was previously granted a ZOM for pH to comply with water quality standards for open coastal waters in HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3).  Receiving water data from March 2006 through April 2013 indicate compliance with the water quality objectives for pH at the edge of the ZOM.  The technology-based effluent limitations of between 6.0 to 9.0 at all times appears to be protective of water quality outside the ZOM and has been carried over.



g.
Enterococcus



HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) establishes water quality objectives for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shore.  As discussed in Part E.3.a of this Fact Sheet, the draft permit establishes receiving water limitations for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore based on State regulations contained in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.41(c)(2) establish water quality standards for bacteria in marine waters beyond 300 meters from shore, based on CWA Section 304(a).  40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(B) states that where a State has not established a water quality criterion for a specific pollutant with reasonable potential, the permitting authority must establish effluent limitations on a case-by-case basis, using EPA’s water quality criteria published under Section 304(a) of the CWA.  Since Outfall Serial No.  001 is beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) off shore, there is no applicable State water quality objective for the discharge, and EPAs criteria for enterococcus specified in 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable.



The discharge to the receiving water occurs approximately greater than 1.7 miles from shore (~9,100 feet) and its use is not consistent with that at a bathing beach or used frequently during the recreation season.  Immediate contact or use of the receiving water in the vicinity of the discharge is rarely expected to occur.  The receiving water use is consistent with “infrequent use coastal recreation waters”, as defined at 40 CFR 131.41(a)(5).




The applicable single sample maximum criteria for marine waters defined as infrequent use coastal recreation waters is 501 CFU/100 mL.  This criteria is consistent with the applicable single sample maximum criteria identified in EPA’s TDD.



The draft permit establishes the following end-of-pipe effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No.  001 based on 40 CFR 131.41(c)(2).  Although the human contact with the receiving water may be infrequent, human contact within the zone of mixing may occur, thus for the protection of human health due to the potential for acute illness from pathogens, the minimum initial dilution of 103:1 was used to evaluate reasonable potential and calculate applicable WQBELs for enterococcus.  Because this is a new effluent limitation, the dilution calculated by the EPA was used, rather than the one used in the previous permit.  Therefore antibacksliding requirements are satisfied.



(1)
Due to the potential for human contact within the receiving water, a geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters based on the geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum initial dilution of 103:1.  Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS applied as a monthly geometric mean represents approximately the 12th percentile of the Permittee’s monthly geometric means, and was exceeded 71 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.  Thus, the monthly geometric mean of 3,605 CFU per 100 milliliters has been applied as an effluent limitation in the proposed permit.



(2)
Considering the applicable single sample maximum for coastal recreation waters of 501 CFU per 100 milliliters and a minimum dilution of 103:1, the resulting WQBEL is 51,603 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Based on effluent data from January 2007 through December 2013, the WQS represents the 80th  percentile of the Permittee’s effluent data, and was exceeded 16 times, indicating that the Permittee has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality.



The previous permit required the Permittee to design, construct, and operate an effluent disinfection facility which achieves compliance with a maximum daily discharge limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters.  Further, the previous permit established a daily maximum effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters for Enterococci, with compliance determined based on a daily maximum geometric mean.  The enterococci effluent limitation of 18,000 CFU per 100 milliliters was based on average dilution assumptions from 1998 and a water quality criteria of 7 CFU per 100 milliliters (revised on June 15, 2009 to 35 CFU per 100 milliliters, as discussed in Part E.3.1.(3)(a) of this Fact Sheet) .  Consistent with the permit requirement, the Permittee has designed and installed the disinfection system.  



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-1.1.(b), where the quality of the waters exceed levels necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation, in and on the water, that quality shall be maintained and protected unless a lowering of water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social development.  Because the Permittee has designed and constructed the facilities necessary to achieve compliance with the previous effluent limitation, and has not demonstrated further degradation of water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social development, the maximum daily geometric mean effluent limitation of 18,000 per 100 milliliters has been carried over.



Based on effluent data from October 2006 through December 2013, the highest monthly geometric mean was 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL, however the ultraviolet disinfection system did not come on-line until November 2006, at which point the highest monthly geometric mean was 16,431 CFU/100 mL.  It does not appear the Permittee can immediately comply with the monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus.  Consistent with HAR, Section11‑55-21, this permit establishes a compliance schedule for the Permittee to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus by December 31, 2038.  Because the daily maximum effluent limitation for enterococcus is no more stringent than the limitation established in the previous permit, a compliance schedule for the daily maximum effluent limitation may not be considered.




The schedule of compliance is being proposed for a parameter that was not limited at the proposed level in the previous permit and the existing discharge is not expected to comply with the proposed limitation.  Final compliance will ultimately require the implementation of an unidentified treatment technology, with unknown implementation and operations costs.  Necessary facility upgrades are expected to include costly and time extensive upgrades.  Sufficient time to select the preliminary preferred alternative, conduct pilot testing, engineering design, permitting, construction, and optimization and testing is not available prior to the effective date of this permit.  Thus, a compliance schedule is necessary.




The Permittee is currently subject to the 2010 Consent Decree, which requires the Permittee to upgrade the facility to meet secondary treatment standards for BOD5 and TSS by December 31, 2035, or December 31, 2038 if the Permittee can demonstrate undue financial hardship.  To minimize cost, increase the efficiency in both the planning and construction of the necessary facility upgrades, and increase treatment efficiency, the planning and construction of the facility upgrades necessary to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation should coincide with the 2010 Consent Decree required upgrades.  Requiring facility upgrades independent of the 2010 Consent Decree upgrades may result in an unwarranted economic burden to the Permittee, require additional modifications to the selected treatment technology, reduce the treatment efficiency, and/or increase the operational costs of the selected technology.  Thus, compliance dates and activities have been selected that are consistent with those established in the 2010 Consent Decree, and represent the minimum reasonable time frame to comply with the final effluent limitations.  



HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) states, “When a schedule specifies compliance longer than one year after permit issuance, the schedule of compliance shall specify interim requirements and the dates for their achievement and in no event shall more than one year elapse between interim dates.  If the time necessary for completion of interim requirement (such as the construction of a treatment facility) exceeds one year and is not readily divided into stages for completion, the schedule shall specify interim dates for the submission of reports of progress towards completion of the interim requirements.”




During the compliance schedule, the Permittee is required to maintain current treatment capability.  An interim effluent limitation for enterococcus has been established until the final effluent limitation becomes effective.  The interim effluent limitation has been developed based on observed effluent data over the recent permit-term.  The highest observed monthly geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 is 2,460,035 CFU/100 mL).  However, this observed concentration is approximately seven standard deviations above the mean, and much higher than any of the other observed geometric means.  The highest observed geometric mean does not appear representative of current treatment capabilities.  The second highest geometric mean between October 2006 through December 2013 was 16,431 CFU/100 mL and falls within three standard deviations of the observed mean.  Thus, a monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL has been established in this permit based on current facility treatment capabilities.



As previously discussed, effluent data indicate that the Permittee cannot immediately comply with the proposed monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus, anticipated upgrades necessary to comply with the final effluent limitations may not be implemented prior to the effective date of the permit, a compliance schedule that represents the minimum time period for compliance has been established, and an interim effluent limitation has been established that require the Permittee to maintain current treatment capabilities.  The proposed schedule of compliance is in accordance with HAR, Section 11-55-21(b) and 40 CFR 122.47.  



Anti-backsliding regulations are satisfied because monthly geometric mean effluent limitations were not established in the previous permit for enterococcus, thus these limitations are at least as stringent as the previous permit.



h.
Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) 



WET limitations protect receiving water quality from the aggregated toxic effect of a mixture of pollutants in an effluent.  WET tests measure the degree of response of exposed aquatic test organisms to an effluent or receiving water.  The WET approach allows for protection of the narrative criterion specified in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2) while implementing Hawaii’s numeric WQS for toxicity.  There are two types of WET tests – acute and chronic.  An acute toxicity test is conducted over a short period of time and measures mortality.  A chronic toxicity test is generally conducted over a longer period of time and may measure mortality, reproduction, or growth.




The previous permit established a chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 for Ceriodaphnia dubia and additional monitoring for Tripneustes gratilla.



Whole effluent toxicity data for the time period between October 2006 and December 2013 using the test species C.  dubia did not result in an exceedance of the chronic toxicity effluent limitation, however monitoring results for T.  gratilla indicates that the Permittee has reasonable potential to exceeded the effluent limitation for chronic toxicity of 94 TUc established in the previous Permit for Outfall Serial No. 001, with effluent results as high as >1428.6 TUc, during 79 of the 82 months during the time period between October 2006 and December 2013 (results were not submitted for some months).



A chronic WET effluent limitation has been established at Outfall Serial No. 001.  For improved WET analysis, DOH has begun implementing EPA’s Test of Significant Toxicity Method (TST) for WET effluent limitations within the State.  As such, the chronic WET effluent limitation at Outfall Serial No.  001 has been revised to be consistent with the TST method using T.  gratilla.  



T.  gratilla is a native species to Hawaii, and as observed in historic effluent data, T.  gratilla is more sensitive to potential toxic pollutants within the Permittee’s effluent than C.  dubia.  The use of T.  gratilla is representative of toxic impacts on local species.  



Test procedures for measuring toxicity to marine organisms of the Pacific Ocean, including T.gratilla, are not provided at 40 CFR 136.  Consistent with the Preamble to EPA’s 2002 Final WET Rule, permit writers may include (under 40 CFR 122.41(j)(4) and 122.44(i)(iv)) requirements for the use of test procedures that are not approved at 40 CFR Part 136 on a permit-by-permit basis.  The use of alternative methods for West coast facilities in Hawaii is further supported under 40 CFR 122.21(j)(5)(viii), which states, “West coast facilities in…, Hawaii,… are exempted from 40 CFR [P]art 136 chronic methods and must use alternative guidance as directed by the permitting authority.” 



EPA has issued applicable guidance for conducting chronic toxicity tests using T.  gratilla in Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022).



As previously discussed, reasonable potential for WET has been determined for Outfall Serial No.  001 and an effluent limitation must be established in accordance with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  Further, a WET effluent limitation and monitoring are necessary to ensure compliance with applicable WQS in HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2).



The proposed WET limitation and monitoring requirements are incorporated into the draft permit in accordance with the EPA national policy on water quality-based permit limitations for toxic pollutants issued on March 9, 1984 (49 FR 9016), HAR, Section 11‑54‑4(b)(2)(B), and EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010).  



Consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54-4(b)(2)(B), this Permit establishes a chronic toxicity effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach.  The TST approach was designed to statistically compare a test species response to the in-stream waste concentration (IWC) and a control.  



For continuous discharges through submerged outfalls, HAR, Section 11‑54‑4(b)(4)(A) requires the no observed effect concentration (NOEC), expressed as a percent of effluent concentration, to not be less than 100 divided by the minimum dilution.  Thus, EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 is most appropriate for establishing a critical dilution factor.  



The use of EPA’s minimum dilution of 103:1 for determining an applicable IWC is greater than the previous initial minimum dilution used to calculate the applicable chronic toxicity effluent limitation of 94:1.  The use of 103:1 dilution is based on the availability of new information contained within EPA’s 301(h) waiver denial, and is consistent with Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA’s backsliding requirements.  Further, the Permittee’s historic effluent data indicates frequent occurrences of elevated levels of toxicity (routinely exceeding 357 TUc) with T.gratilla, justifying the need for greater dilution.  Because the Permittee has historically exceeded 357 TUc using T.  gratilla, an effluent limitation based on an IWC of 103:1 would not result in any additional pollutant loading of toxic substances greater than is currently being discharged.  Thus, the use of an IWC based on a dilution of 103:1 is not expected to result in the degradation of the receiving water.  Further, the receiving water is not impaired for chronic toxicity.  The revised limitation is consistent with the anti-degradation requirements established in Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.



The following equation is used to calculate the IWC where dilution is granted (Outfall Serial No.  001):




IWC    =             100/critical dilution factor





=             100/103




=             0.97%




For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho):




IWC (percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.




A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass”.  A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail”




The acute and chronic biological effect levels (effect levels of 20% and 25%, respectively, or b values of 0.80 and 0.75, respectively)  incorporated into the TST define EPA’s unacceptable risks to aquatic organisms and substantially decrease the uncertainties associated with the results obtained from EPA’s traditionally used statistical endpoints for WET.  Furthermore, the TST reduces the need for multiple test concentrations which, in turn, reduces laboratory costs for Permittees while improving data interpretation.  A significant improvement offered by the TST approach over traditional hypothesis testing is the inclusion of an acceptable false negative rate.  While calculating a range of percent minimum significant differences (PMSDs) provides an indirect measure of power for the traditional hypothesis testing approach, setting appropriate levels for β and α using the TST approach establishes explicit test power and provides motivation to decrease within test variability which significantly reduces the risk of under reporting toxic events (USEPA 2010
).  



Taken together, these refinements simplify toxicity analyses, provide Permittees with the positive incentive to generate high quality data, and afford effective protection to aquatic life.  



A WET effluent limitation based on the TST hypothesis testing approach is protective of the WQS for toxicity contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(b)(4)(B) and is not considered to be less stringent.  Use of the TST approach is consistent with the requirements of State and federal anti-backsliding regulations.



i.
Summary of Final Effluent Limitations



In addition to the effluent limitations specified above, HAR, Section 11-55-20 requires that daily quantitative limitations by weight be established where possible.  Thus, in addition to concentration based-effluent limitations, mass‑based effluent limitations (in pounds per day) have been established where applicable based on the following formula:



lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD)



40 CFR 122.45(b)(1) requires that mass-based effluent limitations for POTWs be based on design flow.  The previous permit established mass based effluent limitations on the facility design flow of 82 MGD at the time the previous permit was adopted.  However, Part A.2.f of the previous permit required the Permittee to construct additional primary treatment facilities, including pretreatment facilities, to expand the treatment plant capacity from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  Because the increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit, it is not subject to additional anti-degradation analysis during this permit renewal.




The following table lists final effluent limitations contained in the draft permit and compares them to effluent limitations contained in the previous permit.



Table F-8.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – BOD and TSS 



				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitations Contained in the Previous Permit



				Proposed Effluent Limitations







				



				



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily







				Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 20 Deg.  C)



				mg/L



				1161



				1601



				--



				30



				45



				--







				



				lbs/day



				79,3302



				109,4212



				--



				22,5183



				33,7773



				--







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 30 percent removal efficiency from the influent stream.



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent.







				Total Suspended Solids (TSS)



				mg/L



				691



				1041



				--



				30



				45



				--







				



				lbs/day



				47,1872



				71,1242



				--



				22,5183



				33,7773



				--







				



				% Removal



				As a monthly average, not less than 60 percent removal efficiency from the influent stream.



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent.







				1
Effluent limitations contained in the previous permit and effective through December 2010.  These effluent limitations were replaced with interim effluent limitations in the December 2010 United States of America v.  City and County of Honolulu Consent Decree (2010 Consent Decree).



2
Based on a design flow of 82 MGD.



3
Based on a design flow of 90 MGD.















Table F-9.  Summary of Final Effluent Limitations – All Other Pollutants 



				Parameter



				Units



				Effluent Limitations Contained in the Previous Permit



				Proposed Effluent Limitations







				



				



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Average Daily



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Maximum Daily







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 ml



				--



				--



				18,0001



				--



				3,6052



				18,0003







				pH



				s.u.



				Not less than 6.0 and not greater than 9.0



				Not less than 6.0 and not greater than 9.0







				Chronic Toxicity – Ceriodaphnia Dubia 



				TUc



				--



				--



				94



				--



				--



				--







				Chronic Toxicity –Tripneustes Gratilla



				TUc



				--



				--



				4



				--



				--



				Pass5







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				47,894







				



				lbs/day



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				35,949







				Chlordane



				µg/L



				0.0076



				--



				0.38



				0.05



				--



				0.38







				



				lbs/day



				0.0052



				--



				0.26



				0.037



				--



				0.28







				Dieldrin



				µg/L



				0.012



				--



				0.18



				0.0074



				--



				0.18







				



				lbs/day



				0.0082



				--



				0.12



				0.0056



				--



				0.14







				DDT6



				µg/L



				--



				--



				--



				0.0024



				--



				0.094







				



				lbs/day



				--



				--



				--



				0.0018



				--



				0.071







				Total Residual Chlorine



				µg/L



				--



				--



				64



				--



				--



				--7







				1
Effluent limitation was a daily maximum effluent limitation.



2
Effluent limitation expressed as a monthly geometric mean.  An interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation of 16,431 CFU/100 mL is effective on the effective date of this permit, through December 31, 2038.  If compliance with the final effluent limitation is possible prior to this date, the Permittee shall comply with the final effluent limitation as soon as possible.



3
Effluent limitation expressed as maximum daily geometric mean.



4
The chronic toxicity discharge limitation of 94 TUc listed in Part A.1 of the previous permit does not apply to monitoring results for toxicity tests using Trypneustes gratilla.



5
“Pass”, as described in section D.2.h of this Fact Sheet.



6
DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD.



7
The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor total residual chlorine upon initiation of chlorination if the Permittee determined that the appropriate disinfection technology to achieve disinfection is chlorination.  In November 2006, the Permittee started using UV disinfection; therefore, this limit is not applicable.  















j.
Satisfaction of Anti-Backsliding Requirements



The CWA specifies that a revised permit may not include effluent limitations that are less stringent than the previous permit unless a less stringent limitation is justified based on exceptions to the anti-backsliding provisions contained in CWA Sections 402(o) or 303(d)(4), or, where applicable, 40 CFR 122.44(l).    



Federal anti-backsliding regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(l)(i) allows for effluent limitations in a reissued permit to be less stringent if information is available which was not available at the time of the permit issuance and which have justified the application of a less stringent effluent limitation.  The draft permit establishes a less stringent annual average effluent limitation for chlordane based on the results of a new dilution study and the finding that the WQS used to develop the previous limitation was an error.  As discussed in Part D.2.d.(3) of this Fact Sheet, these new effluent limitations are consistent with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations because the effluent limitations are based on new information that was not available during the drafting of the previous permit.  



The draft permit establishes less stringent daily maximum mass-based effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin based on the previously authorized flow increase from 82 MGD to 90 MGD.  The increase in design capacity represents a substantial alteration to the permitted facility that is directly related to the application of mass-based effluent limitations, as allowed by Section 402(o)(2) of the CWA.  Further, consistent with Section 303(d)(4), the receiving water is not known to be impaired for these pollutants, and the increase in flow has previously been approved for antidegradation by the previous permit.  Thus, consistent with Sections 402(o)(2) and 303(d)(4) of the CWA, this permit authorizes the increase of mass-based daily maximum effluent limitations for chlordane and dieldrin.



Effluent limitations and requirements for all other pollutants are at least as stringent as those in the previous permit and are consistent with State and federal anti-backsliding regulations.  



k.
Satisfaction of Antidegradation Policy Requirements



The DOH established the State anti-degradation policy in HAR, Section 11‑54‑1.1, which incorporates the federal anti-degradation policy at 40 CFR 131.12.  HAR, Section 11-54-1.1 requires that the existing quality of waters be maintained unless degradation is justified based on specific findings demonstrating that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate economic or social development in the area in which the waters are located.  The draft permit establishes mass-based effluent limitations based on a flow of 90 MGD, an increase from 82 MGD in the previous permit.  The increase in flow was authorized by the previous permit by requiring the Permittee to expand the treatment plant capacity from 82 MGD to 90 MGD, improve plant hydraulic capacity, and increase solids handling capacity.  The antidegradation analysis is cited in the previous fact sheet for the permit, issued jointly by the EPA and DOH, and was subject to public participation requirements.  Therefore the completion of an additional antidegradation analysis is not necessary.



The permitted discharge is consistent with antidegradation provisions of 40 CFR 131.12 and HAR, Section 11-54-1.1.  The impact on existing water quality will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses will be maintained and protected.  



E.
Rationale for Receiving Water and Zone of Mixing Requirements



1.
Summary of ZOM Water Quality Standards and Monitoring Data



The following are effluent quality monitoring results for HAR, Chapter 11-54, specific water quality criteria parameters that were provided in the ZOM Application on December 21, 2010, and applicable ZOM water quality criteria from 11-54-6(b)(3).



Table F-10.  ZOM Monitoring Data 



				Parameter



				Units



				Applicable Water Quality Standard



				Maximum Reported Concentration1







				Total Nitrogen



				μg/L



				1502



				23,302







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				3.52



				11,900







				Nitrate + Nitrite



				μg/L



				5.02



				110







				Orthophosphate Phosphorus



				μg/L



				--



				3,440







				Total Phosphorus



				μg/L



				202



				2,900







				Chlorophyll a



				μg/L



				0.302



				0.923







				Turbidity



				NTU



				0.502



				82.5







				TSS



				mg/L



				--



				38.7







				pH



				s.u.



				3



				7.0







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				4



				2.38











				Temperature



				°C



				5



				26.5







				Salinity



				ppm



				6



				7,200







				1
Source: ZOM Application dated December 21, 2010



2
Water quality standard expressed as a geometric mean.



3
pH shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0.



4
Dissolved oxygen shall not be less than 75 percent saturation.



5
Temperature shall not vary more than 1° Celsius from ambient conditions.



6
Salinity shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors.











2.
Existing Receiving Water Limitations and Monitoring Data



a.
Shoreline Stations 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from each shoreline monitoring location, reported in the monthly DMRs from January 2009 to December 2013.



Table F-11.  Shoreline Monitoring Stations 



				Station



				Geometric Mean1







				



				Enterococcus







				



				CFU/100 mL







				S1



				7.05







				S2



				2.22







				S5



				7.16







				S7



				4.26







				S8



				10.94







				Water Quality Standard



				35







				1
Source: Monthly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from January 2009 to December 2013. 











b.
Nearshore Stations 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from each near shore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly DMRs from 2009 through 2013.



Table F-12.  Nearshore Monitoring Stations 



				Station



				Highest Annual Geometric Mean1







				



				Enterococcus



				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen2



				Ammonia Nitrogen2



				Total Nitrogen2



				Total Phosphorus2



				Turbidity2



				Chlorophyll a2







				



				CFU/100 mL



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				NTU



				µg/L







				R1



				1.83



				--



				--



				123



				14.6



				--



				1.11







				R2



				1.52



				--



				--



				121



				12.0



				--



				0.91







				R3



				1.97



				--



				--



				115



				10.8



				--



				0.71







				C1



				1.11



				3.42



				2.67



				102



				8.9



				0.38



				0.25







				C2



				1.25



				3.42



				3.08



				102



				8.8



				0.35



				0.29







				C3



				1.25



				1.82



				3.47



				98



				8.4



				0.25



				0.29







				C4



				1.23



				1.41



				2.31



				98



				8.5



				0.29



				0.29







				C5



				1.26



				2.01



				2.50



				99



				8.4



				0.35



				0.31







				C6



				1.14



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--







				Water Quality Standard



				35



				5.0



				3.5



				150



				20



				0.50



				0.30







				1
Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013.



2
Reported geometric mean is the maximum geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling points at each station. 











c.
Offshore Stations 



The following are a summary of the geometric mean values calculated from each offshore monitoring location, reported in the monthly and quarterly DMRs from 2009 through 2013.



Table F-13.  Offshore Monitoring Stations 



				Station



				Highest Annual Geometric Mean1







				



				Enterococcus



				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen2



				Ammonia Nitrogen2



				Total Nitrogen2



				Total Phosphorus2



				Turbidity2



				Chlorophyll a2







				



				CFU/100 mL



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				µg/L



				NTU



				µg/L







				D1



				1.30



				1.62



				2.84



				105



				8.50



				0.25



				0.26







				D2



				1.39



				1.28



				3.74



				107



				8.67



				0.23



				0.19







				D3



				1.33



				1.40



				4.38



				119



				8.72



				0.21



				0.22







				D4



				1.33



				1.15



				2.23



				111



				8.48



				0.26



				0.2







				D5



				1.41



				1.20



				1.94



				114



				8.17



				0.25



				0.27







				D6



				1.09



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--







				E1



				1.31



				1.79



				2.41



				116



				8.35



				0.24



				0.23







				E2



				1.32



				1.85



				3.36



				110



				8.75



				0.27



				0.17







				E3



				1.35



				1.62



				6.53



				120



				8.82



				0.22



				0.21







				E4



				1.69



				1.94



				3.23



				103



				8.44



				0.22



				0.18







				E5



				1.23



				2.12



				2.94



				108



				9.22



				0.26



				0.2







				E6



				1.13



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--



				--







				Water Quality Standard



				35



				5.03



				3.54



				150



				20



				0.50



				0.305







				1
Source: Monthly and Quarterly DMR’s submitted by the Permittee from 2009 through 2013.



2
Reported geometric mean is the maximum annual geometric mean from the top, middle, and bottom sampling points at each station. 



3
The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 8.06 ug/L in 2012 at E5-Botton.




4
The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 9.97 ug/L in 2011 at E3-Middle.



5
The highest annual geometric mean for a control station was 0.32 ug/L in 2012 at D5-Bottom.
















3.
Proposed Receiving Water Limitations



a.
Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to the Facility



(1)
The discharge shall not cause a violation of any applicable water quality standard for receiving waters adopted by the DOH, as required by the Water Quality Act of 1987 (P.L.  100-4) and regulations adopted thereunder.  The DOH adopted water quality standards specific for open coastal waters in HAR, Chapter 11-54.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water limitations and requirements to ensure the facility does not exceed applicable water quality standards.  



(2)
Mamala Bay is designated as “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”.  As such, the discharge from the facility shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water limitations for the protection of the beneficial uses of Mamala Bay.  



The Permittee is required to comply with the HAR, Chapter 11-54, Basic Water Quality Criteria of which has been incorporated as part of the draft permit under Section 1 of the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, dated December 30, 2005.



(3)
The following criteria are included in HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational areas in marine recreational waters:



(a)
Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public bathing or wading areas, enterococcus content shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than five (5) samples which shall be spaced to cover a period between 25 and 30 days.  No single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters.  



Based on the State Enterococcus standard at the time of reissuance, the previous permit included a geometric mean of 7 CFU per 100 milliliters but did not establish a single sample maximum.  However, as explained by the DOH in Rationale for Proposed Revisions to Hawaii Administrative Rules Title 11 Department of Health Chapter 54 Water Quality Standards, the State enterococcus standard of 7 CFU per 100 milliliters was based mainly on a health risk assessment, not as a regulatory limit.  In the rationale, the DOH recommended that the State enterococcus water quality standard be revised to a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters and a single sample maximum value of 104 CFU per 100 ml to be consistent with federal standards.  The new standards were adopted by the DOH on June 15, 2009, and approved by the EPA on March 19, 2010.  The draft permit establishes the new enterococcus standards from HAR, Section 11-54-8(b) for recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline.  Since the new water quality standards were adopted by the DOH and EPA for all marine recreational waters, DOH has determined that the impact the new water quality standards established in the draft permit will be insignificant and the level of water quality necessary to protect the existing uses will be maintained and protected.



As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, the WQBELs established end-of-pipe are based on federal criteria for enterococcus.  Because State standards within 300 meters of shore are more stringent than the applicable federal criteria, State standards have been applied as receiving water limitations for the protection of human health.



(b)
At locations where sampling is less frequent than five samples per 25 to 30 days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters.



(c)
Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, as determined by the director of health, shall not be present in natural public swimming, bathing, or wading areas.  Warning signs shall be posted at locations where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count.



The draft permit establishes these criteria for recreational areas, as described in Part C of the draft permit, to be consistent with HAR, Section 11-54-8(b).    



(4)
As discussed in Part D.2.h of this Fact Sheet, federal criteria for enterococcus established at 40 CFR 131.41 is applicable to the receiving water at the point of discharge.  WQBELs for enterococcus have been established end-of-pipe.  Compliance with the WQBELs is expected to be protective of the federal criteria, thus receiving water limits beyond 300 meters from shore have not been established.



b.
Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”



Table F-14.  Specific Criteria for “Class A Wet Open Coastal Waters”



				Parameter



				Units



				Geometric mean not to exceed the given value



				Not to exceed the given value more than 10% of the time



				Not to exceed the given value more than 2% of the time







				Total Nitrogen



				μg/L



				150.00



				250.00



				350.00







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				μg/L



				3.50



				8.50



				15.00







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen 



				μg/L



				5.00



				14.00



				25.00







				Total Phosphorus



				μg/L



				20.00



				40.00



				60.00







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				0.20



				0.50



				0.85







				Chlorophyll a 



				μg/L



				0.30



				0.90



				1.75







				Turbidity 



				NTU



				0.50



				1.25



				2.00







				pH



				standard units



				Shall not deviate more than 0.5 standard units from a value of 8.1, except at coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0.







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				Shall not be less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a function of ambient water temperature and salinity.







				Temperature



				°C



				Shall not vary more than 1°C from ambient conditions.







				Salinity



				ppm



				Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors.











The specific water quality criteria listed at HAR, Section 11-54-6(b)(3) for “Class A, Wet Open Coastal Waters” shall apply to the treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No.  001, as seen in the table above.  



The discharges from Outfall Serial No.  001 shall comply with the values listed in Table F-14 for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen at the edge of the ZID and shall comply with water quality standards for all other pollutants listed in Table F-14 beyond the ZOM.  



These requirements are consistent with HAR, Chapter 11-54, and retained from the previous permit.



c.
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID) and Zone of Mixing (ZOM)



Federal regulations at 40 CFR 125.62(a) requires that at the time a 301(h) modification becomes effective, the Permittee’s outfall and diffuser must be located and designed to provide adequate initial dilution, dispersion, and transport of wastewater such that the discharge does not exceed, at and beyond the ZID, all applicable State water quality standards and, for pollutants for which there are no EPA-approved standards.  EPA’s Amended Section 301(h) Technical Support Document (1994) describes the ZID as the area around the diffuser circumscribed by the distance “d” from any point of the diffuser, where “d” is equal to the water depth.  The ZID dimensions for the facility as defined in EPA’s TDD are 469.5 feet wide and 3,860.2 feet along the centerline of the diffuser.  



HAR, Chapter 11-54 allows for a ZOM , which is a limited area around outfalls to allow for initial dilution of waste discharges, if the ZOM is in compliance with requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-9(c).  The Permittee has requested that the existing ZOM for the assimilation of treated wastewater from the Mamala Bay be retained.  Consistent with the current permit, the ZOM requested is 1,400 feet wide and 4,800 feet along the centerline of the diffuser, and extends vertically downward to the ocean floor.  The center of the ZOM is located at Latitude 21° 16’ 58” N and Longitude 157° 54’ 21” W, with the major axis located on the azimuth of 80° 01’ 40” from the south.  Figure 2 in the draft permit shows the ZOM and ZID.  



(1) Prior to the renewal of a ZOM, the environmental impacts, protected uses of the receiving water, existing natural conditions, character of the effluent, and adequacy of the design of the outfall must be considered.  The following findings were considered:




(a) The Permittee’s ZOM application indicates that annual analysis of the effects on the receiving waters, benthic sediment grain size distribution and a Mamala Bay Study indicate that no major physical effects are expected due to the continuation of the ZOM.  



Data from 2000 through 2010 summarized in the Permittee’s 2010 Fish Monitoring Report shows fish abundance and distribution fluctuate in the outfall vicinity through different years, but does not show any long term trends between fish catches and the discharge from the outfall.  



An additional study conducted in 1998 using a remotely controlled video camera system to document fish near the diffuser from 1991 through 1997 indicate that the number of fish species identified has not been negatively impacted.




Historical reports (1995, 1996, and 2005) on necropsy of liver histopathology findings for fish sampled from a control station in Maunalua Bay and the Sand Island Outfall conducted by the Department of Land and Natural Resources indicate no gross or microscopic pathologic changes observed which would indicate the sewage discharged at the Sand Island Municipal Outfall had an impact on the health of the fish studied in the survey.



Based on the limited data and studies, there is no current evidence that the outfall or the existing ZOM is adversely impacting fish health or community structure.



(b) The diffuser for Outfall Serial No.  001 reportedly provides a minimum of 103:1 dilution and discharges approximately 9,000 feet offshore.  No information provided in the ZOM application indicates that dilution would be negatively impacted by current conditions.  



(c) Effluent data and receiving water data are provided in Tables F-7, F-10, F-11, F-12, and F-13 of this Fact Sheet.  As discussed above, biological monitoring of the Facility’s diffuser found that no evidence of negative impacts to fish populations due to the diffuser were identified.  



(2) HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5) prohibits the establishment of a ZOM unless the application and supporting information clearly show: that the continuation of the ZOM is in the public interest; the discharge does not substantially endanger human health or safety; compliance with the WQS would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the public; and the discharge does not violate the basic standards applicable to all waters, will not unreasonably interfere with actual or probably use of water areas for which it is classified, and has received the best degree of treatment or control.  The following findings were made in consideration of HAR, Section 11-54-9(c)(5):




(a) The Facility treats domestic wastewater from the southern to southeastern portion of the Island of Oahu, serving ~404,987 people and is a necessity for public health.  There are no other treatment facilities currently servicing this area and a cessation of function or operation would cause severe hardship to the residents.



(b) No known information indicates that the discharge is causing or contributing to conditions that substantially endanger human health or safety.  The Permittee reports there have been no reported cases of illness which health officials attributed to the treated effluent and that enterococcus bacteria data does not indicate a shoreward movement of the effluent discharged 9,000 feet offshore.




(c) The feasibility and costs to install treatment necessary to meet applicable WQS end-of-pipe, or additional supporting information, were not provided by the Permittee to demonstrate potential hardships.  However, based on effluent data, significant Facility enhancements and capital costs would likely be necessary to comply with applicable WQS for which the ZOM was applied.  As discussed in Part E.3.c.(2)(a), the operation of the Facility has been found to benefit the public.  No information is known that would revise the finding during the previous permit term that compliance with the applicable WQS without a ZOM would produce serious hardships without equal or greater benefits to the public.




(d) As discussed in Part D.2.c.(5)(c) of this Fact Sheet, effluent data indicates the presence of pollutants in excess of applicable WQS.  However, this permit establishes water quality-based effluent limitations based on WQS.  The Permit requires compliance with the effluent limitations and conditions which are protective of the actual and probable uses of the receiving water and implement applicable technology-based effluent limitations.  



The Department has determined that the ZOM satisfies the requirements in HAR, Section 11-54-09(c)(5).  



Based on the finding that the ZOM satisfies the applicable requirements, pollutants for which a ZOM has been previously approved will retain the ZOM.  These pollutants include total nitrogen, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate + nitrite nitrogen, total phosphorus, chlorophyll a, pH, temperature, and salinity.  



For receiving water limitations previously not granted a ZOM, the applicable water quality standards must be met at that ZID.  These pollutants include light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen.  In EPA’s TDD, EPA concluded that the discharge would consistently attain the Hawaii water quality standard for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient.  As such, the cost of establishing individual receiving water monitoring locations for these parameters along the ZID is not warranted.  Consistent with the approach in the previous permit, monitoring for dissolved oxygen, turbidity, and light extinction coefficient shall be conducted at the ZOM stations.



The establishment of the ZID and ZOM is subject to the conditions specified in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit incorporates receiving water monitoring requirements which the DOH has determined are necessary to evaluate compliance of the Outfall Serial No.  001 discharges with the applicable water quality criteria, as described further in section F.4 of this Fact Sheet.



F.
Rationale for Monitoring and Reporting Requirements



40 CFR 122.41(j) specify monitoring requirements applicable to all NPDES permits.  HAR, Section 11-55-28 establishes monitoring requirements applicable to NPDES permits within the State of Hawaii.  40 CFR 122.48 and HAR, Section 11-55-28 require that all NPDES permits specify requirements for recording and reporting monitoring results.  The principal purposes of a monitoring program are to:



· Document compliance with waste discharge requirements and prohibitions established by the DOH;



· Facilitate self-policing by the Permittee in the prevention and abatement of pollution arising from waste discharge;



· Develop or assist in the development of limitations, discharge prohibitions, national standards of performance, pretreatment and toxicity standards, and other standards; and,



· Prepare water and wastewater quality inventories.



The draft permit establishes monitoring and reporting requirements to implement federal and State requirements.  The following provides the rationale for the monitoring and reporting requirements contained in the draft permit.  



1.
Influent Monitoring



Influent monitoring is required to determine the effectiveness of pretreatment and non-industrial source control programs, to assess the performance of treatment facilities, and to evaluate compliance with effluent limitations.  All influent monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  Additionally, influent monitoring for DDT has been established in the draft permit in order to determine if DDT is present in the influent in elevated concentrations.  The proposed influent water monitoring requirements are specified in Part A.1 of the draft permit.



2.
Effluent Monitoring – Outfall Serial No.  001



The following monitoring requirements are applicable at Outfall Serial No.  001.



a.
Monitoring requirements for total nitrogen and total phosphorus are retained from the previous permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of said pollutants.  



b.
Monitoring requirements for ammonia nitrogen have been added to the draft permit to evaluate compliance with applicable effluent limitations and enable comparison with the receiving water ZOM monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of ammonia nitrogen.  Monitoring requirements are consistent with monitoring requirements for other nutrients.



c.
Monitoring requirements for nitrate + nitrite nitrogen and turbidity have been added to the draft permit to enable comparison with the receiving water ZID monitoring results to determine if the facility effluent is contributing to elevated concentrations of nitrate +nitrite nitrogen and turbidity.  



d.
Monitoring requirements for flow have been retained from the previous permit to calculate pollutant loading and to determine compliance with mass-based effluent limitations.



e.
Monitoring requirements for temperature have been retained from the previous permit to determine compliance with water quality standards.   




f.
Monitoring requirements for pH, BOD5, chlordane, dieldrin, enterococcus, and TSS have been retained from the previous permit in order to determine compliance with effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.  



g.
 Monitoring requirements for total oil and grease; total petroleum hydrocarbons; and fats, oils, and grease have been retained from the previous permit to ensure that the facility is meeting the basic water quality criteria contained in HAR, Section 11-54-4(a), which states all waters shall be free of “Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials”, and in the DOHs Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, December 2005, which is included as an attachment to the draft permit.



h.
Monitoring requirements for DDT have been established in the draft permit to determine compliance with newly established effluent limitations and to collect data for future RPAs.  



i.
Monitoring requirements for all other pollutants listed in Appendix 1 are retained from the previous permit in order to collect data for future RPAs.



3.
Whole Effluent Toxicity Monitoring



Consistent with the previous permit, monthly whole effluent toxicity testing is required in order to determine compliance with whole-effluent toxicity effluent limitations as specified in Parts A.1 and B of the draft permit.  



4.
Receiving Water Quality Monitoring Requirements



a.
Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring



Shoreline water quality monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of shoreline, as described in Part C of the draft permit.  The Permittee shall monitor at five stations with a frequency of seven (7) days per month in order to calculate a geometric mean.  These monitoring requirements are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.1 of the draft permit.



b.
Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring



Nearshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor recreational waters at three (3) stations, R1 through R3.  Although these stations are called recreational waters, they are beyond 300 meters (1,000 feet) from shore and, therefore, monitoring at these stations is not intended for compliance with specific water quality criteria for recreational areas in Part C of the draft permit.  



In addition to station R1 through R3, the draft permit requires the Permittee to also monitoring nearshore waters at five stations: C1A, C2A, C3A, C4 and C5A.  The previous permit required the Permittee to monitor at stations C1, C2, C3, and C5 rather than C1A, C2A, C3A, and C5A.  These stations have been amended from the previous permit because the old stations did not have sufficient benthic material.  The new stations are in the same vicinity as the old stations.  All other monitoring requirements for the nearshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.2 of the draft permit.  



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.



c.
Offshore Water Quality Monitoring



Offshore water quality monitoring is required to determine compliance with State water quality standards, as described in Part D of the draft permit.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor offshore waters at five stations along the 50 meter (165 foot) contour, D1 through D5, and five stations along the 100 meter (328 foot) contour, E1 through E3.  All monitoring requirements for offshore stations are retained from the previous permit and included in Part E.3 of the draft permit.



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.



d.
Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring



Nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring is required to detect spatial and temporal trends in sediment pollutants and benthic organisms.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to monitor nearshore and offshore sediments for chemistry and benthic organisms at the following stations:



				Location



				Station Name



				Number of Samples at Each Station (Including Replicates)







				



				



				Chemistry



				Benthic Organisms







				Nearshore



				C1A



				2



				3







				



				C2A



				2



				3







				



				C3A



				2



				3







				



				C5A



				2



				3







				Offshore



				D1



				2



				3







				



				D2



				2



				3







				



				D3



				2



				3







				



				D5



				2



				3







				



				E1



				1



				3







				



				E2



				1



				3







				



				E3



				1



				3







				



				E5



				1



				3











The previous permit also required monitoring at station C4, D4, and E4.  However, stations C4, D4, and E4 do not have sufficient sand to sample sediment.  Therefore, these monitoring stations have not been retained from the previous permit.  All other nearshore and offshore sediment monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.



e.
Fish Monitoring



Fish monitoring is required at three locations, at the outfall and at two fish monitoring stations (FR3 and FR4), to determine if fish are being negatively affected by effluent discharged at Outfall Serial No.  001 compared to the control stations.  The previous permit required fish tissue to be monitored at FR1 and FR2.  The draft permit requires fish tissue to be monitored at the outfall and at control stations FR3 and FR4, instead of control stations FR1 and FR2 established in the previous permit.  The new control stations are located southwest and west of Oahu.  During the term of the previous permit, crews collecting samples at FR1 and FR2 have reported difficulty due to strong winds and rough seas.  The new stations are being established to enhance the safety of the crew collecting the samples.  In addition, recent data collected from around the outfall have indicated no problems when compared to the existing control stations.  Therefore, collecting fish at the new control stations will continue to allow comparison to Hawaii fish away from Outfall Serial No.  001.  All other fish tissue monitoring requirements have been retained from the previous permit.  



Further, receiving water monitoring is necessary to evaluate the impact of the discharge on the receiving water, consistent with Section 403(c) of the CWA.




f.
Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study



Dilution has been provided within this permit for ammonia nitrogen based on an analysis of the available receiving water date and the determination that assimilative capacity currently exists.  The Permittee is required to conduct a study evaluating the assimilative capacity as specified in Part E.6 of the permit to confirm dilution remains applicable for ammonia nitrogen over the term of this permit and for future permitting efforts.  



G.
Rationale for Provisions



1.
Standard Provisions



The Permittee is required to comply with DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, which are included as part of the draft permit.  



2.
Monitoring and Reporting Requirements



The Permittee shall comply with all monitoring and reporting requirements included in the draft permit and in the DOH Standard NPDES Permit Conditions.  



3.
Special Provisions



a.
Reopener Provisions



The draft permit may be modified in accordance with the requirements set forth at 40 CFR 122 and 124, to include appropriate conditions or limitations based on newly available information, or to implement any new state water quality criteria that are approved by the EPA.  



b.
Special Studies and Additional Monitoring Requirements 



(1)
Toxicity Reduction Requirement.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to submit an initial investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) workplan to the Director and EPA which shall describe steps which the Permittee intends to follow in the event that toxicity is detected.  This requirement is retained from the previous permit and is discussed in detail in Part B.2 of the draft permit.   



4.
Special Provisions for Municipal Facilities



a.
Pretreatment Requirements



The federal CWA Section 307(b), and federal regulations, 40 CFR 403, require POTWs to develop an acceptable industrial pretreatment program.  A pretreatment program is required to prevent the introduction of pollutants, which will interfere with treatment plant operations or sludge disposal, and prevent pass through of pollutants that exceed water quality objectives, standards or permit limitations.  Pretreatment requirements are imposed pursuant to CWA Sections 307(b), (c), (d), and 402(b), 40 CFR 125, 40 CFR 403, and in HAR, Section 11‑55‑24.



The Permittee’s pretreatment program was submitted to EPA in 1979 and received approval on July 29, 1982.  The Permittee submitted a revised program on June 9, 1994 but no formal approval was issued.  On October 16, 1998, the Permittee further streamlined their program.  There are currently 21 non-categorical significant industrial users, include eight food/drink manufacturing, four food catering, four printing, and five laundry.  



The draft permit includes a pretreatment program in accordance with federal regulations and State pretreatment regulations.  The pretreatment requirements are based on previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.  The draft permit also continues to require the Permittee to implement and update its BMP-based program for controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease.



Large applicants for a modified NPDES permit under section 301(h) of the CWA with a service population greater than 50,000 that receives one or more toxic pollutants from an industrial source are required to comply with urban area pretreatment requirements at 40 CFR 125.65.  The Permittee was denied reissuance of the 301(h) variance, and urban area pretreatment requirements are no longer required and have been removed.  



b.
Biosolids Requirements



The use and disposal of biosolids is regulated under federal laws and regulations, including permitting requirements and technical standards included in 40 CFR 503, 257, and 258.  The biosolids requirements in the draft permit are in accordance with 40 CFR 257, 258, and 503, are based on the previous permit and are consistent with NPDES permits issued to other Hawaii POTWs.   



5.
Other Special Provisions



a.
Water Pollution Control Plan.  The draft permit requires the Permittee to submit a wastewater pollution control plan by March 31 each year.  This provision is retained from the previous permit and is required to allow DOH to ensure that the Permittee is operating correctly and attaining maximum treatment of pollutants discharged by considering all aspects of the wastewater treatment system.  This provision in included in Part F of the draft permit.



b.
Wastewater treatment facilities subject to the draft permit shall be supervised and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as determined by the DOH.  If such personnel are not available to staff the wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be developed and enacted by the Permittee.  This provision is included in the draft permit to assure that the facility is being operated correctly by personnel trained in proper operation and maintenance.  This provision is retained from the previous permit and included in Part J.1 of the draft permit.  
 



c.
The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities.  This provision is retained from the previous permit in order to ensure that if a power failure occurs, the facility is well equipped to maintain treatment operations until power resumes.  If an alternate power source is not in existence, the draft permit requires the Permittee to halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power.  This provision is included in Part J.2 of the draft permit.



H.
Public Participation



Persons wishing to comment upon or object to the proposed draft NPDES permit in accordance with HAR, Sections 11-55-09(b) and 11-55-09(d), may submit their comments in writing either in person or by mail, to: 



Clean Water Branch 



Environmental Management Division



919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 301



Honolulu, HI 96814-4920



LORETTA J.  FUDDY, A.C.S.W., M.P.H.




DIRECTOR OF HEALTH









NEIL ABERCROMBIE




GOVERNOR OF HAWAII









� EMBED Word.Picture.8 ���









In reply, please refer to:




File:



















� U.S.  Environmental Protection Agency.  2002a.  Methods for Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms (5th Edition).  EPA 821-R-02-012.  Washington, DC: Office of Water.
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PERMIT NO. HI 0020117



AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE 




NATIONAL POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM 




In compliance with the provisions of the Clean Water Act, as amended, (33 U.S.C. §1251 et seq.; the "Act"); Hawaii Revised Statutes (HRS), Chapter 342D; and Hawaii Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapters 11‑54 and 11‑55, Department of Health (DOH), State of Hawaii,




CITY AND COUNTY OF HONOLULU



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES



(hereinafter PERMITTEE),




is authorized to discharge treated wastewater to the receiving waters named Mamala Bay, Pacific Ocean through Outfall Serial No. 001 at Latitude 21°17’01” N and Longitude 157°54’24” W, 



from its Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant located at 1150 Sand Island Parkway, Honolulu, Hawaii,




in accordance with the effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth herein, and in the DOH "Standard NPDES Permit Conditions," that is available on the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) website at: 



http://health.hawaii.gov/cwb/site-map/home/standard-npdes-permit-conditions/.



All references to Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) are to regulations that are in effect on July 1, 2013, except as otherwise specified. Unless otherwise specified herein, all terms are defined as provided in the applicable regulations in Title 40 of the CFR. 




This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, will become effective on ____________2014.



This permit, including the Zone of Mixing, and the authorization to discharge will expire at midnight, ______________, 2014.



Signed this ____th day of ______, 2014. 




____________________________ 




(For) Director of Health 
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APPENDIX 1.
MONITORING METHODS



ATTACHMENT: STANDARD NPDES PERMIT CONDITIONS (VERSION 14)




A.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 




1.
During the period beginning with the effective date of this permit and lasting until the expiration date of this permit, the Permittee is authorized to discharge treated wastewater from Outfall Serial No. 001. The discharge shall be limited and monitored as specified below.



				Effluent




Characteristics



				Discharge Limitations1



				Monitoring Requirements







				



				Average Monthly



				Average Weekly



				Maximum Daily



				Units



				Measurement Frequency



				Sample Type







				Flow 



				2



				2



				2



				MGD



				Continuous/




Estimate4



				--







				Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) (5-day @ 20 Deg. C)



				30



				45



				3



				mg/L



				1/Day4



				24-Hour Composite







				



				22,518



				33,777



				3



				lbs/day



				



				







				



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent



				



				







				Total Suspended Solids (TSS)



				30



				45



				3



				mg/L



				1/Day4



				24-Hour Composite







				



				22,518



				33,777



				3



				lbs/day



				



				







				



				The average monthly percent removal shall not be less than 85 percent



				



				



				



				



				











MGD – Million Gallons per Day



1
Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula: 






lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD)




2
The Permittee shall monitor and report the average monthly, average weekly, and maximum daily flow.



3
The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter analytical test results.



4
Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit




				Effluent




Characteristics



				Discharge Limitations1



				Monitoring Requirements







				



				Average Annual



				Average Monthly



				Maximum Daily



				Units



				Measurement Frequency



				Sample Type







				pH



				Not less than 6.0 and not greater than 9.0



				s.u.



				5/Week



				Grab







				Chronic Toxicity



				--



				--



				Pass3



				Pass/Fail



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				Chlordane



				0.05



				--



				0.38



				µg/L



				1/Month2



				24-Hour Composite







				



				0.037



				--



				0.28



				lbs/day



				



				







				Dieldrin



				0.0074



				--



				0.18



				µg/L



				1/Month2



				24-Hour Composite







				



				0.0056



				--



				0.14



				lbs/day



				



				







				DDT4



				0.0024



				--



				0.094



				µg/L



				1/Month2



				24-Hour Composite







				



				0.0018



				--



				0.071



				lbs/day



				



				







				Enterococci



				--



				3,6055



				18,0006



				CFU/100mL



				1/Day7



				Grab8







				Total Oil and Grease



				--



				--



				9



				mg/L



				3/Week2



				Grab







				



				--



				--



				9



				lbs/day



				



				







				Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons



				--



				9



				9



				mg/L



				3/Week2



				Grab10







				



				--



				9



				9



				lbs/day



				



				







				Fats, Oils, and Grease



				--



				9



				9



				mg/L



				3/Week2



				Calculate11







				



				--



				9



				9



				lbs/day



				



				







				Temperature



				--



				9



				9



				°C



				1/Week



				Grab







				Total Nitrogen



				9



				9



				--



				µg/L



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				



				9



				9



				--



				lbs/day



				



				







				Total Phosphorus



				9



				9



				--



				µg/L



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				



				9



				9



				--



				lbs/day



				



				







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen (NO3+NO2)



				9



				9



				--



				µg/L



				1/Month



				24-Hour Composite







				



				9



				9



				--



				lbs/day



				



				







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				9



				9



				47,894



				µg/L



				



				







				



				--



				--



				35,949



				lbs/day



				



				







				Turbidity



				9



				9



				--



				NTU



				1/Month



				Grab







				Remaining Pollutants12



				9



				9



				--



				μg/l



				2/Year



				13











N/A – Not Applicable




1
Compliance with mass-based effluent limitations shall be determined using the following formula: 






lbs/day = 8.34 * concentration (mg/L) * flow (MGD)




2
Both influent and effluent samples shall be taken, as specified in Part A.2 of this Permit




3
“Pass”, as described in Section B.3 of this Permit.




4
DDT shall mean the sum of 4,4’-DDT, 2,4’-DDT, 4,4’-DDE, 2,4-‘DDE, 4,4’-DDD, and 2,4’-DDD.



5
Compliance based on the monthly geometric mean. An interim monthly geometric mean effluent limitation is applicable as specified in Part A.6 of this permit.



6
Compliance based on a daily maximum. The Permittee may sample more frequently using approximately equally spaced intervals throughout a 24 hour period and compliance will be evaluated using a daily geometric mean.



7
Report enterococci as a geometric mean and as a single sample. 



8
Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Enterococci in Water by Membrane Filtration Using membrane-Enterococcus Indoxyl-β-D-Glucoside Agar (mEl) (EPA 821-R-09-016, December 2009, EPA) or ASTM D6503-99..



9
The Permittee shall monitor and report the parameter results.



10
Influent and effluent monitoring shall consist of a minimum of three grab samples collected over a 24 hour period at approximately equal intervals. One grab sample shall be collected during peak flow. Grab samples shall be analyzed individually, as specified in EPA Method 1664. Individual analytical results shall be mathematically flow proportioned to derive a single value for reporting.



11
Fats, oils, and grease are equal to the total oil and grease minus total petroleum hydrocarbons.




12
The Permittee shall perform semi-annual monitoring, based on a calendar year, on all remaining pollutants listed in Appendix 1 of this permit, except those already specified in the table above. Results shall be submitted with the discharge monitoring report for the month in which the sampling occurred.



13
The sample type for each pollutant shall be in accordance with Appendix 1. The use of grab samples may be used, although 24-hour composite samples may be used if indicated in Appendix 1.



2.
For individual discharge parameters monitored in the influent and effluent, monitoring shall be conducted on the same day. 



3.
All influent and effluent monitoring shall be arranged so that each day of the calendar week is represented once per month (i.e., for discharge parameters monitoring 5 days per week or 3 days per week), or once per two months (i.e., for discharge parameters monitored once per week). 



4.
Effluent monitoring for total nitrogen, total phosphorus, ammonia nitrogen, nitrate plus nitrite nitrogen, and turbidity shall be conducted on the same day that receiving water monitoring for these pollutants is conducted.



5.
Samples taken in compliance with the monitoring requirements in Part A of this permit shall be taken at the following locations:




a. Influent Monitoring, Monitoring Location INF: All influent samples shall be taken:




i. downstream of any additions to the trunk sewer;



ii. upstream of any in-plant return flows; and 



iii. prior to treatment where representative samples of the influent can be obtained. 



b. Effluent Monitoring Location, Outfall Serial No. 001: All effluent samples shall be taken:




i. downstream from any additions to the facility after all treatment processes; and 



ii. prior to mixing with the receiving waters where representative samples of the final effluent can be obtained.




6.
Interim Effluent Limitations for Enterococcus




a. The Permittee shall maintain compliance with the following interim effluent limitation for enterococcus at Outfall Serial No. 001. The interim effluent limitation for enterococcus shall be effective from the effective date of this permit until December 31, 2038.




				Parameter



				Interim Effluent Limitations



				Monitoring Requirements







				



				Monthly Geometric Mean



				Units



				Measurement Frequency



				Sample Type







				Enterococcus



				16,431



				CFU/100 mL



				1/Day



				Grab1











1
Effluent monitoring shall consist of one grab sample collected between 12 noon and 3:00 pm. Enterococci samples shall be analyzed using Method 1600, Membrane Filter Test Method for Enterococci in Water (EPA 821-R-97-004, May 1997) or ASTM D6503-99. 




b. The Permittee shall implement the following tasks to comply with the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit. These tasks shall be completed as soon as reasonably possible, but no later than the compliance dates specified below.



				Task



				Compliance Date







				1. The Permittee shall secure funding to evaluate alternatives to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The Permittee shall submit a report identifying the source of funding to DOH.



				January 1, 2015







				2. The Permittee shall identify and evaluate reasonable alternatives to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus established in section A.1 of this permit. The Permittee shall identify effective alternatives to be considered for implementation to comply with final effluent limitation, with consideration to the necessary Facility upgrades to secondary treatment required under the 2010 Consent Decree.




The Permittee shall submit a report to DOH which summarizes all reasonable alternatives evaluated and the process of evaluation for each alternative. The report shall provide an assessment on the effectiveness of each chosen alternative to meet the final monthly geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				January 1, 2016







				3. The Permittee shall execute a design contract and issue a notice to proceed with the design of treatment processes needed to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				January 1, 2019







				4. The Permittee shall execute a construction contract and issue a notice to proceed with construction of all treatment processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				January 1, 2030







				5. The Permittee shall complete construction of all treatment processes and facilities necessary to comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in section A.1 of this permit.



				June 30, 2038







				6. The Permittee shall comply with the final geometric mean effluent limitation for enterococcus specified in Part A.1 of this permit.



				December 31, 2038







				7. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim compliance task. The report shall further include status updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus.



				Annually by January 1st and 14 days prior to each interim date.











c. Fourteen days prior to each interim date, and by January 1st of each year, the Permittee shall notify DOH in writing of its compliance or noncompliance with the above compliance schedules. If the Permittee did not comply with an interim compliance date, the Permittee shall provide the reason for the delay and a proposed schedule to comply with the applicable interim compliance task. The report shall further include status updates regarding compliance with all the specified interim tasks and discuss any known potential issues that may delay achieving compliance with any of the interim tasks or compliance with the final effluent limitation for enterococcus.



d. If the Permittee fails or refuses to comply with the established compliance schedule, noncompliance shall constitute a violation of this permit for which the Director may modify, revoke and reissue, or terminate permit coverage or take direct enforcement action.




B.
WHOLE-EFFLUENT TOXICITY REQUIREMENTS




1.
Monitoring Frequency




The Permittee shall conduct monthly chronic toxicity tests on flow weighted 24-hour composite effluent samples, in accordance with the procedures outlined below. 



For whole effluent toxicity tests using Tripneustes gratilla, if the Permittee has unacceptable control performance while conducting the sea urchin sperm/fertilization bioassay during a monitoring period, the Permittee shall document its efforts, communicate all attempts to the Director, and report all attempts on the DMR for that monitoring period.




2.
Test Species and Methods




The Permittee shall conduct chronic toxicity testing on T. gratilla using Hawaiian Collector Urchin, Tripneustes gratilla (Hawa'e) Fertilization Test Method (Adapted by Amy Wagner, EPA Region 9 Laboratory, Richmond, CA from a method developed by George Morrison, EPA, ORD Narragansett, RI and Diane Nacci, Science Applications International Corporation, ORD Narragansett, RI) (EPA/600/R-12/022) and follow Quality Assurance procedures  as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R‑95/136,1995).



3.
Chronic WET Permit Limit




All State waters shall be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR, Section 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director. For this discharge, the determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the applicable IWC using the Test of Significant Toxicity (TST) approach described in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document (EPA 833-R-10-003, 2010). For any one chronic toxicity test, the chronic WET permit limit that must be met is rejection of the null hypothesis (Ho):




IWC (0.97 percent effluent) mean response ≤ 0.75 × Control mean response.



For Outfall Serial No. 001, an IWC of 0.97% shall be used.




A test result that rejects this null hypothesis is reported as “Pass” on the DMR form. A test result that does not reject this null hypothesis is reported as “Fail” on the DMR form. To calculate either “Pass” or “Fail”, the Permittee shall follow the instructions in National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A. If a test result is reported as “Fail”, then the Permittee shall follow Part B.6 (Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process) of this permit.



4.
Quality Assurance




a.
Quality assurance measures, instructions, and other recommendations and requirements are found in the chronic test methods manual previously referenced. Additional requirements are specified below.




b.
This discharge is subject to a determination of “Pass” or “Fail” from a single-effluent concentration chronic toxicity test at the IWC (for statistical flowchart and procedures, see National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Test of Significant Toxicity Implementation Document, Appendix A, Figure A-1). During Step 6 of Appendix A, the Permittee shall use an alpha value of 0.05 for T. gratilla. The chronic IWC for Outfall Serial No. 001 is 0.97 percent effluent. 



c.
Effluent dilution water and control water shall be lab water, as described in the test methods manual Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to West Coast Marine and Estuarine Organisms (EPA/600/R-95/136, 1995). If the dilution water is different from test organism culture water, then a second control using culture water shall also be used. 



d.
If organisms are not cultured in-house, then concurrent testing with a reference toxicant shall be conducted. If organisms are cultured in‑house, then monthly reference toxicant testing is sufficient. Reference toxicant tests and effluent toxicity tests shall be conducted using the same test conditions (e.g., same test duration, etc.).




e.
All multi-concentration reference toxicant test results must be reviewed and reported according to EPA guidance on the evaluation of concentration-response relationships found in Method Guidance and Recommendations for Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) Testing (40 CFR 136) (EPA/821/B-00/004, 2000).




f.
If either the reference toxicant or effluent toxicity tests do not meet all test acceptability criteria in the test methods manual, then the Permittee shall re-sample and re-test within 14 calendar days.




g.
If the discharged effluent is chlorinated, then chlorine shall not be removed from the effluent sample prior to toxicity testing without written approval by the Director.




5.
Initial Investigation TRE Work Plan




Within 90 calendar days of the permit effective date, the Permittee shall prepare and submit to the Director a copy of its Initial Investigation Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) Work Plan (1-2 pages) for review. This plan shall include steps the Permittee intends to follow if toxicity is measured above the chronic WET permit limit and shall include the following, at minimum:




a.
A description of the investigation and evaluation techniques that would be used to identify potential causes and sources of toxicity, effluent variability, and treatment system efficiency.




b.
A description of methods for maximizing in-house treatment system efficiency, good housekeeping practices, and a list of all chemicals used in operations at the facility.




c.
An indication of who would conduct the TIEs if a Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) is necessary (i.e., an in-house expert or outside contractor).




d.
A flow chart of the workplan steps. 




6.
Accelerated Toxicity Testing and TRE/TIE Process




a.
If the chronic WET permit limitation is exceeded and the source of toxicity is known (e.g., a temporary plant upset), then the Permittee shall conduct one (1) additional toxicity test using the same species and test method. This toxicity test shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit. If the additional toxicity test does not exceed the chronic WET permit limitation, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency.




b.
If the chronic WET permit limit is exceeded and the source of toxicity is not known, then the Permittee shall conduct six (6) additional toxicity tests using the same species and test method, approximately every two (2) weeks, over a 12 week period. This testing shall begin within 14 calendar days of receipt of a test result exceeding the chronic WET permit limit. If none of the additional toxicity tests exceed the chronic WET permit limit, then the Permittee may return to the regular testing frequency.




c.
If one (1) of the additional toxicity tests (in paragraph Parts B.6.a or B.6.b) exceeds the chronic WET permit limitation, then, within 14 calendar days of receipt of this test result, the Permittee shall initiate a TRE using, according to the type of treatment facility, EPA manual Toxicity Reduction Evaluation Guidance for Municipal Wastewater Treatment Plants (EPA/833/B-99/002, 1999) or EPA manual Generalized Methodology for Conducting Industrial Toxicity Reduction Evaluations (EPA/600/2-88/070, 1989). In conjunction, the Permittee shall develop and implement a Detailed TRE Work Plan which shall include the following: further actions undertaken by the Permittee to investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; actions the Permittee will take to mitigate the effects of the discharge and prevent the recurrence of toxicity; and a schedule for these actions.




d.
The Permittee may initiate a TIE as part of a TRE to identify the causes of toxicity using the same species and test method and, as guidance, EPA manuals: Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations: Phase I Toxicity Characterization Procedures (EPA/600/6-91/003, 1991); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase II Toxicity Identification Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/080, 1993); Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations, Phase III Toxicity Confirmation Procedures for Samples Exhibiting Acute and Chronic Toxicity (EPA/600/R-92/081, 1993); and Marine Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE): Phase I Guidance Document (EPA/600/R-96-054, 1996). Further, the Permittee may be required by the Director to initiate a TIE as part of a TRE. 



e.
Prior to conducting a TIE, the Permittee shall submit a TIE plan to the Director. The TIE plan, at a minimum shall:



(1) Discuss previous TIE efforts and other available data useful in developing TIE procedures.



(2) Evaluate available operations and effluent data.



(3) Identify and discuss site-specific considerations for the TIE effort.



(4) Include a comprehensive quality control program.



(5) Establish a monitoring program.



(6) Identify test methods and statistical methods to be used for the TIE effort.



(7) Identify the TIE procedures for the baseline toxicity tests and TIE manipulations.



(8) Discuss additional potential analysis that might be helpful in evaluating the causative toxicant(s) or appropriate treatability, such as pollutant scans for toxic effluent.



(9) Discuss the personnel and their qualifications for the team conducting the TIE results interpretation.



(10) Include follow-up procedures for use if the TIE is inconclusive.




The Permittee shall incorporate all comments received from the Director within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal. Within 14 calendar days of the TIE plan submittal, the Permittee shall commence with the TIE. 




7.
Reporting of Chronic Toxicity Monitoring Results




a.
The Permittee shall report on the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted: “Pass” or “Fail” (based on the Welch’s t-test result), the calculated “percent mean response at IWC”, where:




percent mean response at IWC = ((Control mean response – IWC mean response) ÷ Control mean response)) × 100,




and to assist in evaluation of the test result, the standard deviations for the IWC mean response and the Control mean response.




b.
The Permittee shall submit a full laboratory report for all toxicity testing as an attachment to the DMR for the month in which the toxicity test was conducted. The laboratory report shall contain: the toxicity test results; the dates of sample collection and initiation of each toxicity test; all results for effluent parameters monitored concurrently with the toxicity test(s); and progress reports on TRE/TIE investigations.




c.
The Permittee shall notify the Director in writing within five (5) calendar days of exceedance of the chronic WET permit limitation. This notification shall describe actions the permittee has taken or will take to investigate, identify, and correct the causes of toxicity; the status of actions required by this permit; and schedule for actions not yet completed; or reason(s) that no action has been taken.




8.
Permit Reopener for Chronic Toxicity




In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions to address chronic toxicity in the effluent or receiving waterbody, as a result of the discharge; or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to chronic toxicity.



.



C.
WATER QUALITY CRITERIA 




1. Specific Water Quality Criteria for Recreational Waters




a.
The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in marine recreational water:




(1) Within 300 meters (1,000 feet) of the shoreline, including natural public bathing or wading areas, enterococci content shall not exceed a geometric mean of 35 CFU per 100 milliliters in not less than five (5) samples which shall be equally spaced to cover a period between 25 and 30 calendar days. No single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum of 104 CFU per 100 milliliters or the site‑specific one-sided 75 percent confidence level. Marine recreational waters along sections of the coastline where enterococci content does not exceed the standard, as shown by the geometric mean test described above, shall not be lowered in quality.




(2) At locations where sampling is less frequent than five (5) samples per 25 to 30 calendar days, no single sample shall exceed the single sample maximum nor shall the geometric mean of these samples taken during the 30-day period exceed 35 CFU per 100 milliliters.




(3) Raw or inadequately treated sewage, sewage for which the degree of treatment is unknown, or other pollutants of public health significance, as determined by the Director, shall not be present in natural public swimming, bathing, or wading areas. Warning signs shall be posted where human sewage has been identified as temporarily contributing to the enterococcus count.



b.
Compliance with the water quality criteria listed in Part C.1, above, shall be measured at shoreline monitoring stations as described in Part E.1 of this permit. 



2. Basic Water Quality Criteria Applicable to All Waters:



a. The discharge shall comply with applicable water quality standards for receiving waters adopted by the DOH under HAR, Chapter 11-54, Water Quality Standards, effective October 21, 2012.




b. The discharge shall not interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that water quality which assures protection of public water supplies and the protection and propagation of a balanced indigenous population of shellfish, fish, and wildlife and allows recreational activities in and on the water.



c. The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated:



(1) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which exceed the acute standards listed in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from acute toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-11, or other methods specified by the Director.




(2) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which on average during any 24 hour period exceed the chronic standards listed in HAR 11-54(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from chronic toxicity as measured using the toxicity tests listed in HAR 11-54-10, or other methods specified by the Director.




(3) All State waters shall be free from pollutants in concentrations which, on average during any 30-day period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards for non-carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4(b)(3). All State waters shall also be free from pollutants in concentrations, which on average during any 12-month period, exceed the “fish consumption” standards for pollutants identified as carcinogens in HAR 11-54-4-(b)(3).




(4) All waters shall be free of substances attributable to domestic, industrial, or other controllable sources of pollutants, include:




i. Material that will settle to form objectionable sludge or bottom deposits;




ii. Floating debris, oil, grease, scum, or other floating materials;




iii. Substances in amounts sufficient to produce taste in the water or detectable off-flavor in the flesh of fish, or in amounts sufficient to produce objectionable color, turbidity or other conditions in the receiving waters;




iv. High or low temperatures; biocides; pathogenic organisms; toxic, radioactive, corrosive, or other deleterious substances at levels or in combinations sufficient to be toxic or harmful to human, animal, plant, or aquatic life, or in amounts sufficient to interfere with any beneficial use of the water;




v. Substances or conditions or combinations thereof in concentrations which produce undesirable aquatic life; and




vi.
Soil particles resulting from erosion on land involved in earthwork, such as the construction of public works; highways; subdivisions; recreational, commercial, or industrial developments; or the cultivation and management of agricultural lands. 




D.
ZONE OF INITIAL DILUTION LIMITATIONS AND ZONE OF MIXING LIMITATIONS



1.
Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID)




The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open coastal waters beyond the ZID:



				Parameter



				Units



				Geometric mean not to exceed the given value



				Not to exceed the given value more than 10% of the time



				Not to exceed  the given value more than 2% of the time







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				0.20



				0.50



				0.85







				Turbidity



				NTU



				0.50



				1.25



				2.00







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				Not less than 75 percent saturation, determined as a function of ambient water temperature and salinity.











Monitoring for light extinction coefficient, turbidity, and dissolved oxygen shall be conducted as specified in Part E.2 and E.3 of this Permit.




2.
Zone of Mixing (ZOM)



The discharge of treated wastewater through Outfall Serial No. 001 shall not cause the following water quality criteria to be violated in Class A wet open coastal waters beyond the ZOM:



				Parameter



				Units



				Geometric mean not to exceed the given value



				Not to exceed the given value more than 10% of the time



				Not to exceed  the given value more than 2% of the time







				Total Nitrogen



				µg/L



				150.00



				250.00



				350.00







				Nitrate Plus Nitrite Nitrogen



				µg/L



				5.00



				14.00



				25.00







				Total Phosphorus



				µg/L



				20.00



				40.00



				60.00







				Chlorophyll a



				µg/L



				0.30



				0.90



				1.75







				pH



				s.u.



				Shall not deviate more than 0.5 units from a value of 8.1, except coastal locations where and when freshwater from stream, stormdrain, or groundwater discharge may depress the pH to a minimum level of 7.0.







				Temperature



				°C



				Shall not vary more than one degree Celsius from ambient conditions.







				Salinity



				ppt



				Shall not vary more than 10 percent from natural or seasonal changes considering hydrologic input and oceanographic factors.











1
To be evaluated on an annual basis.



Monitoring for receiving water parameters shall be conducted as specified in Part E of this Permit. The specific water quality criteria set forth in the table above may be exceeded within the boundaries of the ZOM and shall not constitute a violation of this permit.  Compliance with the geometric mean shall be evaluated based on a calendar year.




E.
RECEIVING WATER MONITORING PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS




The Permittee shall conduct receiving water monitoring at shoreline, nearshore, and offshore stations, as described below. 



1.
Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring




Shoreline monitoring for enterococci is used to determine compliance with water quality criteria specific for marine recreational waters described in Part C of this permit. 



The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations:




				Station



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				S1



				Western corner of Sand Island Beach Park



				21° 18’ 41.1”N



				157° 53’ 21.4”W







				S2



				Center of Sand Island Beach Park



				21° 17’ 59.8”N



				157° 53’ 02.7”W







				S5



				East End of Ala Moana Beach Park



				21° 17’ 14.8”N



				157° 50’ 46.6”W







				S7



				Kakaako Park 



				21° 17’ 34.8”N



				157° 51’ 53.4”W







				S8



				Fort DeRussy Beach Park



				21° 16’ 40.6”N



				157° 50’ 02.2”W











The following water quality parameters shall be sampled:




				Parameter



				Units



				Sample Type



				Monitoring Frequency







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 mL



				Surface Grab



				7/Month1







				Visual Observations



				--



				Visual



				7/Month1,2







				1
Sampling shall be scheduled to ensure that not more than 5 consecutive days occur between sampling events.




2
Wind direction and speed, weather, and sea condition shall be recorded for each day of sampling. At each station, unusual color, turbidity, odor, or other physical evidence of sewage shall be noted on the log sheet.











Monitoring results shall be reported in the monthly DMRs. The DMRs submitted shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.



2.
Nearshore Water Quality Monitoring




Nearshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with State water quality standards. Sampling of nearshore stations shall be coordinated with shoreline sampling. 



The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations:




				Station1



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				R1



				Keehi Lagoon (North)



				21° 18’ 36.9”N



				157° 54’ 17.2”W







				R2



				Keehi Lagoon (South)



				21° 18’ 08.7”N



				157° 54’ 16.8”W







				R3



				Keehi Lagoon (Boat Channel)



				21° 18’ 16.1”N



				157° 53’ 42.8”W







				C1A



				Middle Reef Runway (Airport)



				21° 17’ 39.0”N



				157° 55’ 28.0”W







				C2A



				East Reef Runway (Airport)



				21° 17’ 21.7”N



				157° 54’ 36.5”W







				C3A



				Outside Sand Island Park



				21° 17’ 16.9”N



				157° 53’ 34.9”W







				C4



				Near Kakaako Park



				21° 17’ 19.9”N



				157° 52’ 03.3”W







				C5A



				Near Ala Moana Park



				21° 16’ 53.6”N



				157° 51’ 24.2”W







				1
R stations are recreational waters. C stations are nearshore stations between the 10 meter (33 foot) and the 20 meter (66 foot) contour.











The following water quality parameters shall be sampled:




				Parameter



				Units



				Sample Type



				Monitoring Stations



				Monitoring Frequency







				Transparency



				meters



				Secchi Disc



				R, C



				1/Month







				Visual Observations



				--



				Visual



				R, C



				7/Month







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				pH



				s.u.



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Temperature



				°C



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Salinity



				ppt



				CDP1



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				Secchi Disc



				R, C



				1/Quarter







				Turbidity



				NTU



				Grab



				C2



				1/Quarter







				Total Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab



				C2



				1/Quarter







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab



				R, C2



				1/Quarter







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab



				C2



				1/Quarter







				Total Phosphorus



				µg/L



				Grab



				R, C2



				1/Quarter







				Chlorophyll a



				µg/L



				Grab



				R, C2



				1/Quarter







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 mL



				Grab



				R, C2



				7/Month







				C – Monitoring Stations C1A, C2A, C3A, C4, and C5A.




R – Monitoring Stations R1 through R3.




1
A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth versus a water quality parameter. The parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals. 



2
At each R and C station, grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom.











Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters with quarterly monitoring requirements. The DMRs submitted shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.




3.
Offshore Water Quality Monitoring




Offshore water quality monitoring data are used to determine compliance with State water quality standards. Offshore stations shall be located using a global positioning device (GPS) which affords a high degree of accuracy and precision that allow reoccupation of the station within ±6 meters. 



The Permittee shall monitor at the following stations:




				Station1



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				D1



				Outside Middle Reef Runway (Airport) 



				21° 17’ 23.2”N



				157° 55’ 30.1”W







				D2



				North West ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 56.7”N



				157° 54’ 35.4”W







				D3



				Near North East ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 56.2”N



				157° 53’ 49.1”W







				D4



				Outside Kakaako Park



				21° 16’ 59.3”N



				157° 52’ 25.5”W







				D5



				South (Offshore) ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 37.3”N



				157° 51’ 31.6”W







				E1



				North (inshore) ZOM Boundary



				21° 17’ 10.5”N



				157° 55’ 32.8”W







				E2



				South West ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 43.0”N



				157° 54’ 39.0”W 







				E3



				Near South East ZOM Boundary



				21° 16’ 43.3”N



				157° 53’ 49.9”W







				E4



				Outside Kakaako Park



				21° 16’ 47.1”N



				157° 52’ 33.3”W







				E5



				Outside Ala Moana Park



				21° 16’ 22.8”N



				157° 51’ 40.9”W







				1
D stations are at the 50 meter (165 foot) contour. E stations at the 100 meter (328 foot) contour.











The following water quality parameters shall be sampled:




				Parameter



				Units



				Sample Type



				Monitoring Frequency







				Transparency



				meters



				Secchi Disc



				1/Month







				Visual Observations



				--



				Visual



				1/Month







				Dissolved Oxygen



				mg/L



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				pH



				s.u.



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				Temperature



				°C



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				Salinity



				ppt



				CDP1



				1/Quarter







				Light Extinction Coefficient



				k units



				Secchi Disc



				1/Quarter







				Turbidity



				NTU



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Total Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Ammonia Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Nitrate + Nitrite Nitrogen



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Total Phosphorus



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Chlorophyll a



				µg/L



				Grab2



				1/Quarter







				Enterococci



				CFU/100 mL



				Grab2



				1/Month







				1
A continuous depth profile (CDP) is a plot of depth vs. a water quality parameter. Parameter shall be measured on a CDP basis, from 1 meter below the surface to 2 meter above the bottom of the bottom at 2 meter intervals. 



2
Grab samples shall be collected at each station at 1 meter below the surface, mid-depth, and 2 meters above the bottom. Results for surface, mid-depth, and bottom shall be reported.











Monitoring results shall be reported in monthly DMRs for transparency, visual observations, and enterococcus and quarterly DMRs for all other parameters with quarterly monitoring requirements. The DMRs submitted shall include monitoring results and probable sources and an explanation of any exceedances.




4.
Nearshore and Offshore Sediment Monitoring




The Permittee shall monitor nearshore sediments and offshore sediments for chemistry and benthic organisms at the stations listed in the table below. The stations correspond to the nearshore stations and coordinates in Part E.2 (C stations) and offshore stations and coordinates in Part E.3 (D and E stations). The Permittee shall include replicates for sediment chemistry and benthic monitoring. The number of samples required at each station is as follows:




				Station



				Number of Samples at Each Station (including Replicates)







				



				Chemistry



				Benthic Organisms







				Nearshore 



				C1A



				2



				3







				



				C2A



				2



				3







				



				C3A



				2



				3







				



				C5A



				2



				3







				Offshore



				D1



				2



				3







				



				D2



				2



				3







				



				D3



				2



				3







				



				D5



				2



				3







				



				E1



				1



				3







				



				E2



				1



				3







				



				E3



				1



				3







				



				E5



				1



				3







				In addition to the sediment samples collected for chemistry and benthic analysis, two subsamples shall be collected at each station for grain size analysis.











Each station shall be monitored in August or September annually for the parameters indicated in Parts E.4.a and E.4.b of this permit. Sediment and biological samples shall be collected and processed in accordance with protocols found in Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9‑86-004 1987). 



a.
Sediment Chemistry




Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meter modified van Veen grab sampler. Sediment samples for chemical analyses shall be taken from the top 2 centimeters of the grab sample and analyzed for the parameters listed below, using methods developed by National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA) National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality. For metals, the Permittee shall attempt to achieve target detection limits five times lower than the Effects Range Low (ERL), or the concentration at which 10 percent of the studies show effects. Analytical results shall be reported on a dry weight basis.





Sediment chemistry testing shall be conducted during years one (1) and two (2) of this permit. 



				Parameter



				Units







				Grain Size



				phi







				Total Organic Carbon



				percent







				Oxidation-reduction potential



				EH; mv







				Total Nitrogen



				mg/kg







				Acid volatile sulfides



				mg/kg







				Metals







				Aluminum



				mg/kg







				Arsenic



				mg/kg







				Beryllium



				mg/kg







				Cadmium



				mg/kg







				Chromium



				mg/kg







				Copper



				mg/kg







				Iron



				mg/kg







				Lead



				mg/kg







				Mercury



				mg/kg







				Nickel



				mg/kg







				Selenium



				mg/kg







				Silver



				mg/kg







				Zinc



				mg/kg







				DDTs







				2,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT







				Aldrin



				µg/kg







				Alpha-chlordane



				µg/kg







				Dieldrin



				µg/kg







				Endrin



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor epoxide



				µg/kg







				Hexachlorobenzene



				µg/kg







				Lindane (gamma-BHC)



				µg/kg







				Mirex



				µg/kg







				Trans-Nonachlor



				µg/kg







				PCBs







				PCB Congeners1



				µg/kg







				Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)







				Acenaphthene



				µg/kg







				Anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benz(a)anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(a)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(b)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(e)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(g,h,i)perylene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(k)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Biphenyl



				µg/kg







				Chrysene



				µg/kg







				Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene



				µg/kg







				2,6-dimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg







				Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				C1-Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Fluorene



				µg/kg







				Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene



				µg/kg







				2-methylphenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Naphthalene



				µg/kg







				Perylene



				µg/kg







				Phenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Pyrene



				µg/kg







				2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg







				1
PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209.











b.
Benthic Infauna Analyses



Sediment shall be collected using a 0.16 square meters modified van Veen grab sampler. A 7.6 centimeter diameter subsample, to a depth of five (5) centimeters, shall be taken from each grab and sieved for benthic organisms, using a 0.5 millimeter mesh screen. Organisms retained on the sieve shall be fixed in 15 percent buffered formalin, and transferred to 70 percent ethanol within two (2) to seven (7) calendar days for storage.



All organisms retained on the sieve shall be counted and identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of community parameters shall include, but not be limited to, the following: number of species, number of individuals per species, number of species per 0.1 square meter, total number of species per station, total numerical abundance, and biomass. Biomass shall be estimated from wet weight measurements for the following taxa: molluscs, echinoderms, polychaetes, crustaceans, and other taxa.




Community parameters and statistical analyses shall be presented, along with the data and graphical displays, to illustrate benthic community changes. Statistical analyses should include, but not be limited to, mean, standard deviation, and 95 percent confidence interval; multivariate analyses, including cluster analysis, ordination, and regression, may also be conducted. Additional analyses shall be conducted, as appropriate, to elucidate spatial and temporal trends in the data.




5.
Fish Monitoring




The Permittee shall conduct chemical analyses of fish tissue at three offshore stations identified as follows. Each station shall be sampled annually in August or September by hook-and-line, or by setting baited lines or traps.




				Station



				Location



				Latitude



				Longitude







				Outfall



				In the immediate vicinity of the outfall, centered on the given coordinates



				21°16’58”N



				157°54’21”W







				FR3



				Maunalua Bay Reference Station



				21°17’25.6”N



				158°06’57.3”W







				FR4



				Maunalua Bay Reference Station 2



				21°19’37.5”N



				158°08’29.4”W







				1
Each station is located at the 100 meter (328 foot) depth contour.











Fish shall be identified to the lowest taxon possible. Analyses of fish parameters shall include: number of individuals per species, standard length, and wet weight (grams). Abnormalities and disease symptoms shall be recorded and itemized (e.g., fin erosion, internal and external lesions, tumors); color photographs showing abnormalities of affected fish may be taken and submitted as part of the annual report. Until more appropriate and precise means become available, fish catch statistics from the State of Hawaii, Division of Fish and Game, shall be reviewed on an annual basis to detect changes in fish abundance and distribution in the vicinity of the facility ocean outfall. A summary and findings of this review shall be reported in the annual report.




During year one (1) of this permit, the Permittee shall select two (2) target fish species for chemical analyses of muscle tissue; these species shall continue to be analyzed in years two (2) through five (5) of this permit. The two (2) fish species shall be somewhat sedentary (e.g., bridled triggerfish, taape, opelu, akule) and representative of fish caught by recreational and commercial fishermen near the facility’s outfall. To minimize multiple source uncertainties, migratory pelagic species which feed over large areas (e.g., many kilometers) shall not be selected. For selected species, chemical analyses shall be performed annually on a composite sample of standardized muscle tissue collected from at least three individuals. Chemical analyses shall be performed for pollutants specified in the table below. After the third year of testing, the EPA and DOH may reduce the number of congeners tested to include only those congeners detected in samples tested during years one (1) through three (3) of this permit.




				Parameter



				Units







				Total Lipid



				percent







				Metals







				Arsenic



				mg/kg







				Mercury



				mg/kg







				DDTs







				2,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDT



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDD



				µg/kg







				2,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				4,4’-DDE



				µg/kg







				Chlorinated Pesticides other than DDT







				Aldrin



				µg/kg







				Alpha-chlordane



				µg/kg







				Dieldrin



				µg/kg







				Endrin



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor



				µg/kg







				Heptachlor epoxide



				µg/kg







				Hexachlorobenzene



				µg/kg







				Lindane (gamma-BHC)



				µg/kg







				Mirex



				µg/kg







				Trans-Nonachlor



				µg/kg







				PCBs







				PCB Congeners1



				µg/kg







				Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)







				Acenaphthene



				µg/kg







				Anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benz(a)anthracene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(a)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(b)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(e)pyrene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(g,h,i)perylene



				µg/kg







				Benzo(k)fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Biphenyl



				µg/kg







				Chrysene



				µg/kg







				Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene



				µg/kg







				2,6-dimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg







				Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				C1-Fluoranthene



				µg/kg







				Fluorene



				µg/kg







				Indeno(1,2,3-c,d)pyrene



				µg/kg







				2-methylphenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Naphthalene



				µg/kg







				Perylene



				µg/kg







				Phenanthrene



				µg/kg







				Pyrene



				µg/kg







				2,3,5-trimethylnaphthalene



				µg/kg











1
PCB congeners include PCB Nos. 8, 18, 28, 37, 44, 49, 52, 66, 70, 74, 77, 81, 87, 99, 101, 105, 110, 114, 118, 119, 123, 126, 128, 138, 149, 151, 153, 156, 157, 158, 167, 168, 169, 170, 177, 180, 183, 187, 189, 194, 195, 201, 206, and 209.




6.
Assimilative Capacity and Zone of Mixing Confirmation Study




a. Within 3 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall conduct and submit to DOH a dilution analysis study which identifies minimum and average dilution at the edge of the ZOM (Stations D-2, D-3, E-2, and E-3). In addition, the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study shall verify the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen based on receiving water data at and beyond the edge of the ZOM. The Study shall include an assessment of the remaining assimilative capacity of the receiving water for ammonia nitrogen. The Permittee shall provide an analysis demonstrating the percent assimilative capacity remaining (where assimilative capacity is defined as the percent difference between the ambient concentration and the applicable water quality standard). The analysis should include an assessment of ocean current behavior relative to the ambient monitoring stations. The analysis should demonstrate whether assimilative capacity is increasing or decreasing over time. 




The permittee shall demonstrate that the size of the ZOM is appropriate in order for the discharge to meet water quality standards at the edge of the ZOM, considering the assimilative capacity of the receiving water.



i. Within 180 days of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall submit a ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan to DOH. The Work Plan shall provide a detailed discussion regarding the method by which minimum and average dilution shall be evaluated and specify a time frame for the analysis. In addition, the Work Plan shall include a discussion of the hydraulics of the ZOM, significant variables that impact available dilution within the ZOM, identify data necessary to complete the dilution study, include a plan to acquire necessary data, and identify any known potential challenges to completing the study.




The Permittee shall incorporate all comments from DOH into the Work Plan. Within 9 months of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall implement the Work Plan with any necessary revisions.




ii. Within 2 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall provide an update to DOH on the status of the dilution analysis and provide any preliminary data and results available at that time.




iii. Within 3 years of the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall submit a final report to DOH which; summarizes the method and results of the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study, identifies and supports a minimum and annual average dilution at the edge of the ZOM, and verifies the presence or absence of assimilative capacity for ammonia nitrogen.




b.
In accordance with 40 CFR Parts 122 and 124, this permit may be modified to include new effluent limitations or permit conditions based on information provided from the ZOM Dilution Analysis Study; or to implement new, revised, or newly interpreted water quality standards applicable to HAR Chapter 11-54-6 water quality standards.



7.
Annual Receiving Water Monitoring Programs




The Permittee shall submit an annual receiving water monitoring report by March 31 of each year. The annual receiving water monitoring reports shall summarize and discuss monitoring results for the previous year. Reports shall include, at minimum:




a.
A description of climatic and receiving water characteristics at the time of sampling (weather observations, floating debris, discoloration, wind speed and direction, swell or wave action, time of sampling, tide height, etc.).




b.
A description of sampling stations, including differences unique to each station (e.g., station location, sediment grain size, distribution of bottom sediment, rocks, and shell litter, calcareous worm tubes, etc.).




c.
A record shall be kept of the individual(s) performing sampling or measurements. A description of the sample collection and preservation procedures used in the survey shall be included in the report.




d.
A description of methods used for laboratory analyses. Variations in procedure may be acceptable, but any such changes shall be reported to the EPA and DOH, before implementation. All such variations must be reported with the analytical results.




e.
An in-depth discussion of monitoring results. All tabulations and computations shall be explained.




8.
Protocols and Methods




The following protocols and methods shall be used for sample collection and analyses:




				Protocols and Methods for Sample Collection and Analyses







				Water quality samples (collection and process); sediment and biological samples



				Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) for 301(h) Monitoring Programs: Guidance on Field and Laboratory Methods (EPA 430/9-86-004, 1987)







				Sediment samples handling



				Procedures for Handling and Chemical Analysis of Sediment and Water Samples (EPA/CE-81-1, 1981)







				Sediment Analysis



				NOAA’s National Status Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality



Methods for the Determination of Metals in Environmental Samples




Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-846, Method 8270







				Benthic community structure analysis



				Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/9-86-002, 1987)







				Fish tissue analysis



				Bioaccumulation Monitoring Guidance: (4) Analytical Methods for USEPA Priority Pollutants and 301(h) Pesticides in Tissues from Estuarine and Marine Organisms (Tetra Tech, 1986)



NOAA’s National Status and Trends Program for Marine Environmental Quality




Methods for the Determination of Metals in Environmental Samples




Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, SW-846











F.
WASTEWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION PROGRAM



The Permittee shall submit an annual report summarizing critical parameters which impact the operations of the facility to the DOH by March 31 of each year, unless otherwise instructed by the DOH. The report shall include, at a minimum, an evaluation of critical parameters, including the following:



1.
Flow;



2.
BOD5 loading;




3.
TSS loading;




4.
Toxic pollutants or impacts of septic wastes;




5.
Growth potential of the service area;




6.
Impact of new regulations;




7.
Bypasses and overflows;




8.
Effectiveness and condition of the collection system; and,




9.
Treatment capacity based on additional information.




G.
PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS



1.
The Permittee shall be responsible and liable for the performance of all Control Authority pretreatment requirements contained in 40 CFR 403, including any subsequent regulatory revisions. Where 40 CFR 403 or subsequent revisions place mandatory actions upon the Permittee as Control Authority but do not specify a timetable for completion of the actions, the Permittee shall complete the actions within six (6) months from the issuance date of this permit or the effective date of the 40 CFR 403 revisions, whichever comes later. For violations of pretreatment requirements, the Permittee shall be subject to enforcement actions, penalties, fines, and other remedies by the EPA or other appropriate parties, as provided in the CWA. The DOH and EPA may initiate enforcement action against a nondomestic user for noncompliance with applicable standards and requirements, as provided in the CWA. 



2.
The Permittee shall enforce the requirements promulgated under Sections 307(b), 307(c), 307(d), and 402(b) of the CWA with timely, appropriate, and effective enforcement actions. The Permittee shall cause non‑domestic users subject to the federal categorical standards to achieve compliance no later than the date specified in those requirements or, in the case of a new non‑domestic user, upon commencement of the discharge.




3.
The Permittee shall perform the pretreatment functions as required in 40 CFR 403 including, but not limited to:




a.
Implement the necessary legal authorities to fully implement the pretreatment regulations as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1);




b.
Enforce the national pretreatment standards for prohibited discharges and categorical standards as provided in 40 CFR 403.5 and 403.6, respectively;




c.
Implement the pragmatic functions as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2); and



d.
Provide the requisite funding and personnel to implement the pretreatment program as provided in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(3).



4. The Permittee shall comply with the urban area pretreatment requirements under Section 301(h) of the CWA and the implementing requirements in 40 CFR 125.  The Permittee’s actions to comply shall include the following:




a.
During each calendar year, maintaining a rate of significant noncompliance, as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii), for significant industrial users (SIUs) of no more than 15 percent of the total number of significant industrial users.




The 15 percent noncompliance criteria includes only significant industrial users that are in significant noncompliance and which have not received at least a second level formal enforcement action from the Permittee, in accordance with the Permittee’s Enforcement Response Plan. A second level enforcement action is an Administrative Notice and Order to achieve timely compliance.




Part G.4.d of this permit contains a schedule for evaluating local limits.  As a consequence of any new local limits, some significant industrial users may need time to come into compliance with these new limits.  In any such cases, the Permittee shall issue a Compliance Findings of Violation and Order.  The Order shall contain a schedule for achieving compliance with the new local limits.  Significant industrial users receiving such Orders will not be included in the 15 percent noncompliance criteria.




b.
Providing the annual analysis regarding local limits required in 40 CFR 125.65(c)(1)(iii).




c.
Evaluating local limits and developing any needed local limits as applicable pretreatment requirements, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.65.  The local limits evaluation shall include, but is not limited to:




(1) Identifying pollutants of concern.  This evaluation shall address each toxic pollutant introduced by an industrial Permittee as required under 40 CFR 125.65;




(2) Characterizing industrial, commercial, and residential toxic pollutant loadings to the treatment plant;




(3) Developing allowable headworks loadings and an allocation strategy for pollutants requiring local limits; and,




(4) Developing narrative or numeric local limits when technically justified.




d.
The Permittee shall comply with Part G.4.c of this permit according to the following schedule:




(1) Submit an interim progress report to the DOH and EPA six (6) months after the permit effective date;




(2) Submit a local limits development report to the DOH and EPA 12 months after the permit effective date; and,




(3) Complete the reissuance of any SIU permits necessary to implement local limits within 6 months after local limits approval by the DOH and EPA.



5.
The Permittee shall update and resubmit the BMP-based program for controlling animal and vegetable oil and grease within 180 calendar days of the adoption of this permit. 



6.
The Permittee shall submit annually to the DOH and EPA a report describing its pretreatment activities over the previous year. In the event that the Permittee is not in compliance with any conditions or requirements of this permit, then the Permittee shall also include the reasons for noncompliance and state how and when the Permittee shall comply with such conditions and requirements. This annual report shall cover operations from January 1 through December 31, and is due on March 31 of the following year. The report shall contain, but not be limited to, the following information:



a.
A summary of analytical results from representative, flow proportioned, 24‑hour composite sampling of the facility’s influent and effluent for those pollutants the EPA has identified under Section 307(a) of the Clean Water Act which are known or suspected to be discharged by nondomestic users. This will consist of wastewater sampling and analysis in accordance with the minimum frequency of analysis stated in Part A of this permit. The Permittee is not required to sample and analyze for asbestos. Sludge monitoring is covered under Part H of this permit. The Permittee shall also provide any influent or effluent monitoring data for nonpriority pollutants which the Permittee believes may be causing or contributing to interference or pass through. Sampling and analysis shall be performed with the techniques prescribed in 40 CFR 136;



b.
A discussion of upset, interference, or pass through incidents, if any, at the treatment plant which the Permittee knows or suspects were caused by non-domestic users of the collection system. The discussion shall include the reasons why the incidents occurred, the corrective actions taken, and, if known, the name and address of the nondomestic user(s) responsible. The discussion shall also include a review of the applicable pollutant limitations to determine whether any additional limitations, or changes to existing requirements, may be necessary to prevent interference or pass through;




c.
An updated list of the Permittee’s SIUs including their names and addresses, and a list of deletions, additions, and SIU name changes keyed to the previously submitted list. The Permittee shall provide a brief explanation for each change. The list shall identify the SIUs subject to federal categorical standards by specifying which set(s) of standards are applicable to the SIU. The list shall also indicate which SIUs are subject to local limitations;




d.
The Permittee shall characterize the compliance status of each SIU by providing a list or table which includes the following information:




(1)
Name of the SIU;




(2)
Category, if subject to federal categorical standards;




(3)
The type of wastewater treatment or control processes in place;




(4)
The number of samples taken by the Permittee during the year;




(5)
The number of samples taken by the SIU during the year;




(6)
For an SIU subject to discharge requirements for total toxic organics, whether all required certifications were provided;




(7)
A list of the standards violated during the year. Identify whether the violations were for categorical standards or local limits;




(8)
Whether the facility is in significant non-compliance as defined in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii) at any time during the year; and, 



(9)
Summary of enforcement or other actions taken during the year to return the SIU to compliance. Describe the type of action, final compliance date, and the amount of fines and penalties collected, if any. Describe any proposed actions for bringing the SIU into compliance.



e.
A brief description of any programs the Permittee implements to reduce pollutants from non-domestic users that are not classified as SIUs; 



f.
A brief description of any significant changes in operating the pretreatment program which differ from the previous year including, but not limited to, changes concerning the program’s administrative structure, local limits, monitoring program or monitoring frequencies, legal authority, enforcement policy, funding levels, or staffing levels;




g.
A summary of the annual pretreatment budget, including the cost of pretreatment program functions and equipment purchases; and,




h.
A summary of activities to involve and inform the public of the program including a copy of the newspaper notice, if any, required by 40 CFR 403.8(f)(2)(vii).



H.
SLUDGE/BIOSOLIDS REQUIREMENTS



1.
Sludge Use/Disposal Requirements




a.
General Conditions and Requirements




(1)
Acceptable Sludge Use/Disposal Practices




(a)
The Permittee shall dispose of all sludge generated at the facility at a municipal solid waste landfill, at a sludge surface disposal site, by land application, or by transferring the sludge to another party for further treatment, use, or disposal in accordance with all applicable portions of 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503 and HAR, Chapters 11‑58.1 and 11-62.



(b)
Storage of sludge for over two (2) years from the time it is generated shall be considered to be surface disposal. The storage site shall meet all the requirements of a surface disposal site under 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62. If the Permittee desires to store sludge for longer periods of time prior to final disposal, the Permittee shall submit a written request to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director containing the information required under 40 CFR Section 503.20(b).




(c)
The Permittee shall dispose of sludge containing more than 50 mg/kg of PCBs in accordance with 40 CFR 761.




(d)
If the Permittee desires to dispose of sludge using a method not listed above, the Permittee shall submit a request for permit modification to EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and Director 180 calendar days prior to the commencement of the alternate disposal practice.




(2)
Duty to Mitigate



(a)
The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the following:




(i)
All sludge produced at its facility is used/disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11‑62, whether the Permittee uses/disposes of the sludge itself or transfers it to another party for further treatment, use, or disposal.




(ii)
Subsequent preparers, appliers, or disposers of the sludge are informed of the requirements under 40 CFR Parts 257, 258, 503, and HAR, Chapters 11-58.1 and 11-62.



(iii)
Sludge is not allowed to enter State waters, or to contaminate an underground drinking water source.




(iv)
Sludge treatment, storage, use, and disposal do not create a public nuisance.




(v)
Haulers who ship non-Class A sludge off-site for additional treatment, use, or disposal take all necessary measures to keep sludge contained.




(b)
The Permittee shall take all reasonable steps to prevent or minimize any sludge use or disposal which has a likelihood of adversely affecting human health or the environment.




(3)
Other Conditions




(a)
The Director may promptly modify or revoke and reissue this permit to incorporate any applicable standard for sewage sludge use or disposal promulgated under the Act Section 405(d), or adopted under HRS, Chapter 342D, or HAR, Chapter 11-62, if the standard is more stringent than the standard in this permit or covers a pollutant or practice not covered in this permit.




(b)
The sludge requirements in this part are supplemental to the other conditions of this permit. In the event of a conflict, those requirements more protective of the environment shall apply.




(c)
The requirements in 40 CFR 503 is enforceable by the EPA independently of being included in this permit.




b.
Sludge Limitations and Monitoring Requirements




(1)
Sludge shall be limited and monitored by the Permittee as specified below:




(a)
Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfills




				Monitoring Parameter/Test Procedures



				Limitation



				Monitoring Frequency







				Paint Filter Test (EPA Method 9095B)



				No “Free Liquids”1



				1/Year







				Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) Test2



				2



				1/Year







				Priority Pollutants3



				N/A



				1/Year4







				N/A = Not Applicable




1
“Free Liquids” as defined in EPA Method 9095.




2
The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity Characteristic.




3
Priority pollutants are listed under the Act Section 307(a).




4
The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the pretreatment program.











(b)
Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge-only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




				Parameter



				Limitation (Mg/kg)



				Monitoring Frequency







				



				0<25 m



				25<50 m



				50<75 m



				75<100 m



				100<125 m



				125<150 m



				>150 m



				







				Arsenic1



				30



				34



				39



				46



				53



				62



				73



				2







				Chromium1



				200



				220



				260



				300



				360



				450



				600



				2







				Nickel1



				210



				240



				270



				320



				390



				420



				420



				2







				TCLP Test3



				3



				1/Year







				Priority Pollutants4



				N/A



				1/Year5











m = Meter




N/A = Not Applicable




1
The Permittee shall monitor for this parameter only if sludge is disposed of in a unit with no liner and leachate system. Limitations are based on the distance (meters) from the active sludge unit boundary to the nearest property line.




2
Monitoring frequency shall be determined by the following table:




				Annual Production, Dry Weight




(Metric Tons/Year)



				Monitoring Frequency







				0 - 290



				1/Year




(November)







				290 – 1,500



				1/Quarter 




(Feb/May/Aug/Dec)







				1,500 – 15,000



				6/Year




(Feb/Apr/Jun/Aug/Oct/Dec)







				>15,000



				1/Month











3
The parameters to be tested by the TCLP test and their limitations are specified in 40 CFR 261.24, Table 1 - Maximum Concentration of Contaminants for the Toxicity Characteristic.




4
Priority pollutants are listed under the CWA Section 307(a).




5
The Permittee shall test for priority pollutants more frequently if required under the pretreatment program.




(c)
Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch.



c.
Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Municipal Solid Waste Landfill




(1)
The Permittee shall dispose sludge in municipal solid waste landfills that meet the requirements of 40 CFR 258; and HAR, Chapter 11-58.1.




(2)
Sludge shall not contain “free liquids” as defined by EPA Method 9095B (Paint Filter Liquids Test).



d.
Requirements for Sludge Disposed of in Surface Disposal Sites (Sludge‑only Landfill or Disposal on Land Not for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




(1)
Sludge that is disposed of in a sludge-only landfill shall meet the general requirements, pollutant limits (for surface disposal sites without liners and leachate systems), management practices, and operational standards in 40 CFR 503 Subpart C and additional pollutant limits requested by the Director.




(2)
The Permittee shall have a qualified groundwater scientist develop a groundwater monitoring program for the surface disposal site or certify that the placement of sludge on the site will not cause aquifer contamination.




e.
Requirements for Sludge that is Land-Applied (Added to Soil for the Purpose of Improving Plant Growth)




The Permittee shall obtain and comply with the Wastewater Management Individual Permit, issued by the DOH, Wastewater Branch.



f.
Notification Requirements



(1)
If sludge other than exceptional quality sludge is shipped to another state or to Indian lands, the Permittee shall notify the permitting authorities in the receiving state or Indian land (the EPA Regional Office for that area and the State or Indian authorities) 60 calendar days prior to shipment.




(2)
The Permittee shall notify the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director of any non-compliance that may seriously endanger public health or the environment within 24 hours after becoming aware of the non-compliance. A written non-compliance report shall be submitted, postmarked, or faxed within five (5) working days after the Permittee becomes aware of the non-compliance.




(3)
The Permittee shall report all other instances of non-compliance not reported under Part H.1.f.(2) at the time discharge monitoring reports are submitted as required by Part I.1 of this permit.




g.
Annual Report




By February 19th of each year, the Permittee shall submit an annual report on sludge management activities during the previous calendar year to the EPA Regional Sludge Coordinator and the Director. The report shall provide the following information:




(1)
Total amount of sludge generated that year and a breakdown of the usage/disposal methods employed (in dry weight, metric tons).




(2)
Results of all monitoring required by Part H.1.b.




(3)
If sludge was disposed in a municipal solid waste landfill, then the Permittee shall include the following certification statement:




"I certify under the penalty of law, that the paint filter test and toxicity characteristic leaching procedure test requirements have been met, and that vector attraction reduction requirements have been met by the municipal solid waste landfill. This determination has been made under my direction and supervision in accordance with the system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information used to determine that the necessary requirements have been met. I am aware that there are significant penalties for false certification including fine and imprisonment."




(4)
If sludge was disposed in a surface disposal site, the following information shall be included:




(a)
Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.27.




(b)
Name and mailing address of surface disposal operator if different from Permittee.




(c)
Location (street address and latitude and longitude) of surface disposal site.




(d)
Results of groundwater monitoring, or a copy of a certification by a groundwater scientist (including the scientist's name, title, and phone number) that the placement of sludge at the surface disposal site will not cause aquifer contamination.




(5)
If sludge was land-applied, the following information shall be included:




(a)
Requirements specified in 40 CFR 503.17(a) for all facilities preparing sludge for land application or reference to that facility's report, if submitted to EPA separately.




(b)
Names and addresses of all facilities receiving the non-exceptional quality sludge, including land appliers and those facilities providing further treatment/blending prior to land application.




(c)
Location of land application sites of non-exceptional quality sludge (street address, latitude and longitude) and sizes of parcels.




(d)
Crops grown, agronomic rate for the crops grown, and certification by the land appliers of non-exceptional quality sludge that the sludge was applied at a rate not exceeding the agronomic rate determined for each crop.




(e)
Copies of other certification statements by land appliers of non‑exceptional quality sludge.




(6)
If sludge was stored, the following information shall also be included:




(a)
Age of stored sludge.




(b)
Name and mailing address of operator of storage site if different from Permittee.




(c)
Location of stored sludge (street address, latitude and longitude).




(7)
If sludge was disposed using other methods, descriptions of the methods employed and the locations (street address, latitude and longitude) of the usage/disposal sites shall be included.




(8)
Annual reports shall be submitted to DOH through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and NGPCs. This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at:  



https://eha cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. 



You will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instruction to complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded e-Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original signature and date.




(9)
A copy of the Annual report shall be submitted to EPA and DOH at the following addresses:




Regional Sludge Coordinator (WTR-5)




Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9




75 Hawthorne Street




San Francisco, CA  94105




Wastewater Sludge Program Manager




Wastewater Branch




Environmental Management Division




Department of Health




919 Ala Moana Boulevard, Room 309






Honolulu, HI 96814-4920



2.
Requirements for Receiving Sludge




a.
Approval




Upon written request by the Permittee and approval by the Director, the Permittee may pump sludge hauled from the Permittee's other wastewater treatment plants directly to the facility's anaerobic digesters through a sludge receiving station. The sludge receiving station shall be equipped to record the source and amount of sludge pumped to the digesters. 



b.
Reporting




The Permittee shall submit a monthly log reporting the sources and amounts of the sludge pumped into the digester during the calendar month. The log shall be submitted with the monthly DMRs.




c.
Retraction




The Director reserves the right to retract the approval should the facility's treatment design capacity be exceeded, the effluent discharge monitoring results be in non‑compliance with this permit, or the Director deems necessary.




I.
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS




1.
Schedule of Submission




a.
Effluent and Receiving Water Monitoring Programs




(1)
Effluent Monitoring Program




Within 30 days after the effective date of this permit, the Permittee shall submit an updated/revised Effluent Monitoring Program which complies with Part A of this permit to the Director for approval.



(2)
The Programs(s) shall include at a minimum, but not be limited to the following:




(a)
Sampling location map;




(b)
Sample holding time;




(c)
Preservation techniques;







(d)
Test method and method detection level; and




(e)
Quality control measures.



The DOH reserves the right to require the Permittee to revise the approved program, as appropriate, pursuant toward compliance with the terms and conditions of this permit.




Monitoring shall be conducted according to test procedures approved under 40 CFR 136 with detection limits low enough to measure the compliance with Part A of this permit. For cases where the discharge limitation is below the lowest detection limit of the appropriate test procedure, the compliance shall be based upon the lowest detection limit of the method.




If a test method has not been promulgated for a particular constituent, the Permittee may use any suitable method for measuring the level of the constituent in the discharge provided the Permittee submit a description of the method or a reference to a published method.



2.
Transmittal and Monitoring Results Reporting Requirements




a.
Certification of Transmittals




Submit all information in accordance with HAR, Section 11‑55‑07(b), with the following certification statement by an appropriate signatory:




“I certify under penalty of law that this document and all attachments were prepared under my direction or supervision in accordance with a system designed to assure that qualified personnel properly gather and evaluate the information submitted. Based on my inquiry of the person or persons who manage the system, or those persons directly responsible for gathering the information, the information submitted is, to the best of my knowledge and belief, true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine or imprisonment for knowing violations.”




b.
Include “NPDES Permit No. HI 0020117” on each transmittal.




Failure to provide the assigned permit number for this facility on future correspondence or transmittals may be a basis for delay of the processing of the document(s).




c.
Reporting of Discharge and Monitoring Results




(1)
All wastewater monitoring, and biosolids/sludge monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall be performed as described in the most recent edition of 40 CFR 136, unless otherwise specified in this permit. All receiving water monitoring, sample preservation, and analyses shall be performed as specified in this permit.




(2)
In accordance with 40 CFR 122.45(c), effluent analyses for metals shall be reported as total recoverable.



(3)
Monitoring results shall be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) form (EPA No. 3320‑1). The results of all monitoring required by this permit shall be submitted in a format which allows direct comparison with the limitations in Part A and other requirements of this permit.




(4)
For the purposes of reporting, the Permittee shall use the reporting threshold equivalent to the laboratory’s method detection limit (MDL). As such, the Permittee must conduct influent and effluent analyses in accordance with the method specified Appendix 1 of this permit and must utilize a standard calibration where the lowest standard point is equal to or less than the concentration of the minimum level (ML). 



(a)
The MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of an analyte that can be detected with 99% confidence.




(b)
The ML is defined as the concentration in a sample equivalent to the concentration of the lowest calibration standard analyzed in a specific analytical procedure, assuming that all the method-specific sample weights, volumes, and processing steps have been followed. Where a promulgated ML is not available, an interim ML is calculated using a factor of 3.18 times the MDL.




Analytical results at or above the laboratory’s ML shall be reported on DMRs as the measured concentration. For analytical results between the MDL and the ML, the Permittee shall report in the comment section on the DMR the sigma (σ) value (determined by the laboratory during the MDL study). Analytical results below the laboratory’s MDL shall be reported as less than the MDL (i.e., “< 10”).




(5)
Should there be no discharges during the monitoring period, the DMR form shall so state.




(6)
All receiving water data shall be submitted annually to EPA’s Storage and Retrieval Date Warehouse (STORET) in accordance with Water Quality Exchange (WQX) specifications (or equivalent data base/submission guidelines, as directed by the EPA).



d.
Additional Monitoring by the Permittee




If the Permittee monitors any pollutant at location(s) designated herein more frequently than required by this permit, using approved analytical methods as specified in 40 CFR 136, the results of such monitoring shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the values required in the DMR form. The increased frequency shall also be indicated.




e.
Submittal of Monitoring Results Using NetDMR




The Permittee shall submit DMRs required under this permit electronically using NetDMR. NetDMR is accessed from: http://www.epa.gov/netdmr.




DMRs shall be submitted electronically no later than the 28th day of the month following the completed reporting period. Once a Permittee begins submitting DMRs using NetDMR, it will no longer be required to submit hard copies of DMRs to the Director, unless otherwise requested by the Director.



f.
Schedule of Submission



(1)
The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director as specified below.




				Report



				Reporting Period



				Report Due Date







				Discharge Monitoring Report



				1/Month



				28th day of the month following completed reporting period







				SIU Compliance Status Report



				2/Year



				July 31 and December 31 of each year







				Sludge/Biosolids Annual Report



				1/Year



				February 19 of each year







				Pretreatment Annual Report



				1/Year



				February 28 of each year







				Receiving Water Monitoring Report



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Wastewater Pollution Prevention Program Annual Report



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Initial Investigation TRE Workplan



				1/Permit Term



				90 days after permit effective date







				ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Work Plan



				1/Permit Term



				180 days after permit effective date







				ZOM Dilution Analysis Study Report



				1/Permit Term



				3 years after permit effective date











Signed copies of monitoring and all other reports required by this permit, except those described in Part I.2.f.(2) of this permit, shall be submitted to the Director at the following addresses or as otherwise specified: 




Director of Health




Department of Health




Environmental Management Division




Clean Water Branch





All reports, notifications, and updates to information on file shall be submitted through the CWB Compliance Submittal Form for Individual NPDES Permits and Notice of General Permit Coverages (NGPCs). This form is accessible through the e-Permitting Portal website at: https://eha-cloud.doh.hawaii.gov/epermit/View/home.aspx. If not already registered, you will be asked to do a one-time registration to obtain your login and password. After you register, click on the Application Finder tool to locate the form. Follow the instructions to complete and submit this form. All submissions shall include a CD or DVD containing the downloaded e‑Permitting submission and a completed Transmittal Requirements and Certification Statement for e-Permitting NPDES/NGPC Compliance Submissions Form, with original signature and date.



Duplicate copies of the annual pretreatment and sludge reports shall be submitted to the Regional Administrator as specified in Parts G and H of this permit.



(2)
The Permittee shall submit reports to the Director and EPA Region 9 Water Division’s Monitoring and Assessment Office (WTR-2) as specified below.




				Report



				Reporting Period



				Report Due Date







				Shoreline Water Quality Monitoring



				1/Month



				15th day of the month following completed reporting period







				Offshore Water Quality Monitoring



				1/Quarter



				90th day following completed reporting period







				Offshore Sediment (chemistry and benthic organisms)



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Fish Monitoring



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year







				Receiving Water data entry into STORET 



				1/Year



				March 31 of each year











Receiving water data shall be submitted electronically, directed by EPA, to the following address: 




U.S. Environmental Protection Agency




Monitoring and Assessment Office, WTR-2



75 Hawthorne Street




San Francisco, CA  94105




3.
Reporting of Noncompliance, Unanticipated Bypass, or Upset




The following requirements replace the 24-hour notice requirements for bypasses (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 17(d)(2)(B) and 40 CFR 




Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(A)) and upsets (Standard NPDES Conditions Section 18(c)(3) and 40 CFR Section 122.41(1)(6)(ii)(B)).




a.
Immediate Reporting




(1)
In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or contributing to a discharge to State waters, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event.



(2)
In the event of a bypass, upset, or sewage spill resulting in or contributing to a discharge of 1,000 gallons or more to State waters, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH and the AP news wire services at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel become aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event.




(3)
In the event of an exceedance of a daily maximum discharge limitation, if any exist, the Permittee shall orally notify the DOH at the time the Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the circumstances, but no later than 24 hours after the event.




b.
Contact for Oral Reports



(1)
The Permittee shall make oral reports during regular office hours (7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) to the DOH, Clean Water Branch (CWB) at 586-4309.




(2)
The Permittee shall make oral reports outside of regular office hours to the State-On-Scene Coordinator (SOSC) from the Office of Hazard Evaluation and Emergency Response (HEER) at 226-3799, or to the State Hospital Operator at 247-2191.




c.
Written Submission



(1)
For those non-compliances requiring immediate reporting, the Permittee shall submit a written non-compliance report. The Permittee shall submit the report to the DOH, CWB, at the address listed in Part I.2.e.(1) within five (5) working days after the Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the noncompliance.



(2)
The report shall contain a description of the non-compliance and its cause; the period of non-compliance, including exact dates and times; if the non‑compliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue; public notice efforts, if any; clean-up efforts, if any; and steps taken or planned to reduce, eliminate and prevent reoccurrence of the non‑compliance.




(3)
The Director may waive the written report or the five (5) working day deadline on a case-by-case basis for spills, bypasses, upsets, and violations of daily maximum discharge limitations if the oral report has been received within 24 hours of the non-compliance or when the Permittee's authorized personnel becomes aware of the non‑compliance.



d.
Other Non-Compliance




The Permittee shall report all other instances of noncompliance not reported under Part I.3.a at the time DMRs are submitted as required by Part I.2 of this permit. The noncompliance reports shall contain the information requested in Part I.3.c.(2) of this permit.




4.
Other Reporting Requirements




The Permittee shall comply with the reporting requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(1) through 122.41(l)(5), and 122.41(l)(8) as incorporated by Standard NPDES Permit Conditions, Section 16. Parts I.1 and I.2 of this permit supersede the requirements of 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6) and 122.41(l)(7). 



5.
Planned Changes




Any planned physical alterations or additions to the permitted facility, not covered by Standard Condition 16.a.(1), (2) or (3) shall be reported to the Director on a quarterly basis.




6.
Types of Sample




a.
"Grab sample" means an individual sample collected at a randomly‑selected time over a period not exceeding 15 minutes. 




b.
"Composite sample" means a combination of at least eight (8) sample aliquots, collected at periodic intervals during the operating hours of the facility over a 24‑hour period. The composite must be flow proportional; either the time interval between each aliquot or the volume of each aliquot must be proportional to either the stream flow at the time of sampling or the total stream flow since the collection of the previous aliquot. Aliquots may be collected manually or automatically. 




J.
SPECIAL CONDITIONS




1.
Wastewater treatment facilities subject to this permit shall be supervised and operated by persons possessing certificates of appropriate grade, as determined by the DOH. If such personnel are not available to staff the wastewater treatment facilities, a program to promote such certification shall be developed and enacted by the Permittee. Activities of this program shall be reported in the Annual Report in Part F of this permit.




2.
The Permittee shall maintain in good working order a sufficient alternate power source for operating the wastewater treatment and disposal facilities. All equipment shall be located to minimize failure due to moisture, liquid spray, flooding, and other physical phenomena. The alternate power source shall be designed to permit inspection and maintenance and shall provide for periodic testing. If such alternate power source is not in existence, the Permittee shall halt, reduce, or otherwise control all discharges upon the reduction, loss, or failure of the primary source of power. 



3.
This permit may be reopened and modified, in accordance with NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 122 and 124, as necessary, to include additional conditions or limitations based on newly available information.




K.
LOCATION AND ZOM, ZID, AND RECEIVING WATER STATION MAPS




(See Figures 1 and 2)




[image: image1.png]



Figure 1 – Location Map




[image: image2.png]



Figure 2 – Zone of Mixing (ZOM), Zone of Initial Dilution (ZID), and Receiving Water Monitoring Locations




APPENDIX 1 – MONITORING METHODS




				Discharge Parameter



				Sample Type



				Analytical Method







				Metals







				Antimony



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Arsenic



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Beryllium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Cadmium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chromium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Copper



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Lead



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Mercury



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Nickel



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Selenium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Silver



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Thallium



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Zinc



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Pesticides







				Aldrin



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chlordane



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dieldrin



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,4’-DDT



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,4’-DDE



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,4’-DDD



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Alpha-Endosulfan



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Beta Endosulfan



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Endosulfan Sulfate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Endrin



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Endrin Aldehyde



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Heptachlor



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Heptachlor Epoxide



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Alpha BHC



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Beta BHC



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Delta BHC



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Gamma BHC (Lindane)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Toxaphene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1016



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1221



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1232



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1242



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1248



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1254



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				PCB 1260



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Base/Neutral Extractables







				Acenaphthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Acenaphthylene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Anthracene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzidine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(a)Anthracene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(a)Pyrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(b)Fluoranthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(g,h,i)Perylene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzo(k)Fluoranthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Chloroethoxy)Methane



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Chloroethyl)Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bis(2-Ethylhexyl)Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4-Bromophenyl Phenyl Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Butyl Benzyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2-Chloronaphthalene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chrysene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dibenzo(a,h)Anthracene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4-Chlorophenyl Phenyl Ether



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Dichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,3-Dichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,4-Dichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				3,3-Dichlorobenzidine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Diethyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dimethyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Di-N-Butyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dinitrotoluene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,6-Dinitrotoluene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Diphenylhydrazine 




(as Azobenzene)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Di-N-Octyl Phthalate



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Fluoranthene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Fluorene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachlorobutadiene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachlorocyclopentadiene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Hexachloroethane



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Indeno(1,2,3-cd)Pyrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Isophorone



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Naphthalene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Nitrobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				N-Nitrosodimethylamine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				N-Nitrosodi-N-Propylamine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				N-Nitrosodiphenylamine



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Phenanthrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Pyrene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Acid Extractables







				2-Chlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dichlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dimethylphenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4,6-Dintro-O-Cresol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4-Dinitrophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2-Nitrophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				4-Nitrophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				P-Chloro-M-Cresol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Pentachlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Phenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,4,6-Trichlorophenol



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Volatile Organics







				Acrolein



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Acrylonitrile



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Benzene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Bromoform



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Carbon Tetrachloride



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chlorobenzene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chlorodibromomethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Chloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2-Chloroethyl Vinyl Ether



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				hloroform



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Dichlorobromomethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1-Dichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Dichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1-Dichloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Dichloropropane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,3-Dichloropropylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Ethylbenzene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Methyl Bromide



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Methyl Chloride



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Tetrachloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Toluene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,2-Trans-Dichloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1,1-Trichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				1,1,2-Trichloroethane



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Trichloroethylene



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Vinyl Chloride



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Miscellaneous







				Cyanide



				Grab



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Asbestos




(Not required unless otherwise specified)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzon-P-Dioxin (TCDD)



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				301(h) Pesticides







				Demeton



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Guthion



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Parathion



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Malathion



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Mirex



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136







				Methoxychlor



				24-Hour Composite



				As specified in 40 CFR 136












PUBLIC NOTICE PERMIT





July 10, 2014














(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
 
Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB



mailto:sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov

mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:dan.connally@pgenv.com

mailto:rtanimoto@honolulu.gov






From: Hashimoto, Janet
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Added section to Sand Island permit?
Date: Friday, August 22, 2014 10:31:06 AM
Attachments: image001.png


I’ll send you my email to Darryl when he shared with me the regional monitoring language.  Janet
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth 
Sent: Friday, August 22, 2014 7:17 AM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Subject: FW: Added section to Sand Island permit?
 
Hi Janet,
Did you provide comments on the regional monitoring program language? Can we discuss?
 
Thanks,
Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 6:02 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: RE: Added section to Sand Island permit?
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
Sorry!  This is the regional monitoring activities Alec and Janet were discussing.  We mentioned the
 idea in the initial draft permit email to you.  (Please see attached.)
 



mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=6e627659f15648edb0476c956a3b1869-JHASHIMO

mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov

mailto:sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov

mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov







We emailed Janet the language to look at.  We didn’t hear back from Janet until after the public
 notice package was being sent out.  Before I left for Colorado I told Kris to just insert the regional
 monitoring language.  I forgot this regional monitoring language wasn’t in the draft permit we sent
 you before.  Sorry this was my fault.  I was concerned about having the permit public noticed and
 issued by the end of September.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, August 21, 2014 12:27 PM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Added section to Sand Island permit?
 
Hi Darryl,
I just noticed a whole new section in the Sand Island permit that was not included in the drafts I
 reviewed (pages 18-19). Where did this come from and why is it being included now?
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Pascua, Noralin F [mailto:noralin.pascua@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; dan.connally@pgenv.com; rtanimoto@honolulu.gov; Cleveland Jaramilla
Cc: Poentis, Kris T
Subject: Public Notice Package - Permit No. HI 0020117 - Sand Island Wastewater Treatment Plant
 
Good Afternoon,
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Please see attached documents for your use/file.
 
If you have any questions, please contact Ms. Kris Poentis at (808) 586-4309.
 
Thanks,
Nora
DOH-CWB








From: Poentis, Kris T
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Comments on pre-public notice Sand Island WWTP permit
Date: Monday, July 28, 2014 5:37:10 PM


Hi Elizabeth,
Thanks for your comments.  Can we discuss sometime tomorrow?   We are free from 10 am – 1 pm,
 and after 2 pm your time.  Also anytime Wednesday, Thursday or Friday.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C; Greenberg, Ken; Polek, Jim
Subject: Comments on pre-public notice Sand Island WWTP permit
 
Hi Kris,
Attached are our comments on the draft permit. They include comments from our Enforcement
 Division, who oversee the Consent Decree. Let me know when you’re available to discuss them.
 Thanks!
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 12:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review the attached draft public notice permit and fact sheet.  The previous draft was revised
 based on your comments.  Please also note that we will be adding in Regional Monitoring
 Requirements in the Special Conditions section based on a conference call Alec, Watson and Darryl
 had with Janet Hashimoto.     They are also proposing to add the Regional Monitoring Requirements
 to the City’s MS4 permit.  Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Comments on pre-public notice Sand Island WWTP permit
Date: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 8:52:00 AM


Hi Kris,
I’m available today. I was confused by your timing. Please pick a time between 10am-3:30pm PST
 (7am-12:30 pm HST) that works for you. Thanks.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 5:32 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Comments on pre-public notice Sand Island WWTP permit
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Thanks for your comments.  Can we discuss sometime tomorrow?   We are free from 10 am – 1 pm,
 and after 2 pm your time.  Also anytime Wednesday, Thursday or Friday.  Thanks!
Kris
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 12:21 PM
To: Poentis, Kris T
Cc: Lum, Darryl C; Greenberg, Ken; Polek, Jim
Subject: Comments on pre-public notice Sand Island WWTP permit
 
Hi Kris,
Attached are our comments on the draft permit. They include comments from our Enforcement
 Division, who oversee the Consent Decree. Let me know when you’re available to discuss them.
 Thanks!
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
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(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Poentis, Kris T [mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2014 12:56 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: Sand Island WWTP public notice permit
 
Hi Elizabeth,
Please review the attached draft public notice permit and fact sheet.  The previous draft was revised
 based on your comments.  Please also note that we will be adding in Regional Monitoring
 Requirements in the Special Conditions section based on a conference call Alec, Watson and Darryl
 had with Janet Hashimoto.     They are also proposing to add the Regional Monitoring Requirements
 to the City’s MS4 permit.  Thanks!
Kris
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Polanco, Susan
Cc: Roser, Sara; Stuber, Robyn
Subject: RE: EPA contact requested re: CCH HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:09:00 AM


Hi Susan,
You can give him my name. I believe the requirement is not new, probably carried over from the permit issued in
 the 1990's.


Sara/Robyn - do you know the basis for the biomass requirement? Any insight into the 1987 document he's referring
 to?


-Elizabeth


Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Polanco, Susan
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: EPA contact requested re: CCH HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement


Aloha Elizabeth,
I met this new person at the Hawaii Water Quality meeting on Tuesday and he would like to talk to someone about
 the CCH permits.  I suggested that he should work with Alec and Kris but he wanted to connect with someone at
 EPA.  May I forward your name to him or could you contact him directly or is there someone else I should put him
 in contact with?  Please let me know.


Thank you,
Susan


Susan Polanco de Couet
HI SRF Project Officer


-----Original Message-----
From: Marek Kirs [mailto:kirs@hawaii.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Polanco, Susan
Cc: Philip Moravcik; Roger Fujioka
Subject: HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement


Aloha Susan,


I’m really glad we met yesterday at the UH.   This is just to follow up
on the conversation we had.


Our Water Resources Research Center is contracted by the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) to analyze benthic
 infauna samples collected around ocean outfalls, mainly to satisfy NPDES requirements. Several changes were
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 recently introduced to  the Honouliuli NPDES permit 0020877 and Sand Island permit 0020117.  These permits
 now require biomass estimates as wet weight for several benthic microorganisms (molluscs, echinoderms,
 polychaets, crustaceans and other taxa) in benthic infauna samples. Our researchers directly involved in collecting
 and identifying organisms in those samples for the CCH are questioning this change as those measurements are
 difficult to complete due to the size of those organisms in Hawaii coastal samples as well as provide limited or no
 information on benthic ecosystem health, while taking of those measurement can actually compromise current
 monitoring program as needed taxonomic information can be lost during the process. There is also substantial
 financial burden associated with this biomass requirement.
Furthermore, when requiring those estimates, NPDES permit # 0020877 for Honouliuli WWTP  refers to EPA
 document Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/0-86-002, 1987). Although
 somewhat dated and vague on actual methods, this EPA document states at page 8 that “ The inclusion of biomass
 as required variable in 301(h) monitoring programs is not recommended for benthos and fishes, however, because
 of problems inherent in the collection of biomass”. Several limitations are outlined at page 9.  As the limitations of
 biomass measurements seem to be well accepted by the EPA, we are somewhat baffled why this requirement was
 introduced. When consulting NPDES permits associated with outfalls in State of California ( e.g. NO.
CA0037681 San Francisco, CA0110604 Orange County, and others), we do not appear to find biomass requirement
 for benthic infauna samples.


While we have contacted Kris Poentis and Daryl Lum from the DOH to request a meeting to discuss the changes in
 the Honouliuli NPDES permit
0020877 and Sand Island permit 0020117,  do you know who from the EPA might have information regarding the
 underlying reasons and scientific basis of this biomass requirement? I’m fully aware that you do not work on this
 area, but perhaps you are able to guide us towards the right person.


Best regards,
Marek


--
Marek Kirs (PhD)
Assistant Researcher,
WRRC, University of Hawaii
2540 Dole Street, Holmes Hall 283
Honolulu HI 96822


phone: (808)956-9579








From: Stuber, Robyn
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: EPA contact requested re: CCH HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement
Date: Monday, August 18, 2014 8:46:47 AM


Hi Elizabeth,


You're on the right track, but I'm not that familiar with the cited guidance (a Tetra Tech work product, I think) for
 the HI requirement. CA ocean discharge permits used to include biomass requirements, but were by and large
 replaced by more refined indicator measures developed through the SoCal Bight regional monitoring program.


Janet H. may also know the history of the TT work product.


Robyn
-----Original Message-----
From: Sablad, Elizabeth
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:10 AM
To: Polanco, Susan
Cc: Roser, Sara; Stuber, Robyn
Subject: RE: EPA contact requested re: CCH HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement


Hi Susan,
You can give him my name. I believe the requirement is not new, probably carried over from the permit issued in
 the 1990's.


Sara/Robyn - do you know the basis for the biomass requirement? Any insight into the 1987 document he's referring
 to?


-Elizabeth


Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Polanco, Susan
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: EPA contact requested re: CCH HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement


Aloha Elizabeth,
I met this new person at the Hawaii Water Quality meeting on Tuesday and he would like to talk to someone about
 the CCH permits.  I suggested that he should work with Alec and Kris but he wanted to connect with someone at
 EPA.  May I forward your name to him or could you contact him directly or is there someone else I should put him
 in contact with?  Please let me know.


Thank you,
Susan


Susan Polanco de Couet
HI SRF Project Officer
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-----Original Message-----
From: Marek Kirs [mailto:kirs@hawaii.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 4:45 PM
To: Polanco, Susan
Cc: Philip Moravcik; Roger Fujioka
Subject: HI NPDES permits - biomass requirement


Aloha Susan,


I’m really glad we met yesterday at the UH.   This is just to follow up
on the conversation we had.


Our Water Resources Research Center is contracted by the City and County of Honolulu (CCH) to analyze benthic
 infauna samples collected around ocean outfalls, mainly to satisfy NPDES requirements. Several changes were
 recently introduced to  the Honouliuli NPDES permit 0020877 and Sand Island permit 0020117.  These permits
 now require biomass estimates as wet weight for several benthic microorganisms (molluscs, echinoderms,
 polychaets, crustaceans and other taxa) in benthic infauna samples. Our researchers directly involved in collecting
 and identifying organisms in those samples for the CCH are questioning this change as those measurements are
 difficult to complete due to the size of those organisms in Hawaii coastal samples as well as provide limited or no
 information on benthic ecosystem health, while taking of those measurement can actually compromise current
 monitoring program as needed taxonomic information can be lost during the process. There is also substantial
 financial burden associated with this biomass requirement.
Furthermore, when requiring those estimates, NPDES permit # 0020877 for Honouliuli WWTP  refers to EPA
 document Recommended Biological Indices for 301(h) Monitoring Programs (EPA 430/0-86-002, 1987). Although
 somewhat dated and vague on actual methods, this EPA document states at page 8 that “ The inclusion of biomass
 as required variable in 301(h) monitoring programs is not recommended for benthos and fishes, however, because
 of problems inherent in the collection of biomass”. Several limitations are outlined at page 9.  As the limitations of
 biomass measurements seem to be well accepted by the EPA, we are somewhat baffled why this requirement was
 introduced. When consulting NPDES permits associated with outfalls in State of California ( e.g. NO.
CA0037681 San Francisco, CA0110604 Orange County, and others), we do not appear to find biomass requirement
 for benthic infauna samples.


While we have contacted Kris Poentis and Daryl Lum from the DOH to request a meeting to discuss the changes in
 the Honouliuli NPDES permit
0020877 and Sand Island permit 0020117,  do you know who from the EPA might have information regarding the
 underlying reasons and scientific basis of this biomass requirement? I’m fully aware that you do not work on this
 area, but perhaps you are able to guide us towards the right person.


Best regards,
Marek


--
Marek Kirs (PhD)
Assistant Researcher,
WRRC, University of Hawaii
2540 Dole Street, Holmes Hall 283
Honolulu HI 96822


phone: (808)956-9579
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From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Lum, Darryl C
Subject: RE: Next Week TA Schedule
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:11:00 AM


Thanks for letting me know!
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 7:17 PM
To: Sablad, Elizabeth
Subject: Next Week TA Schedule
 
Hi Elizabeth,
 
I’ll be in Colorado next week (8/11 to 8/14) at the nutrient workshop (assuming the approaching
 hurricane doesn’t close down our airport).  The following engineers will be filling in for me while I’m
 gone:


-          8/11/14 – Shane Sumida
-          8/12/14 – Marianne Rossio
-          8/13/14 – Scott Takamoto
-          8/14/14 – Ed Chen


 
Kris is going to be on vacation next week.  If the Sand Island permit is ok to public notice, I’ll ask one
 of the TAs to send it out.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
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From: Lum, Darryl C
To: Sablad, Elizabeth; Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison; Tubal, Randee; Poentis, Kris T;


 Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
Date: Friday, September 05, 2014 3:46:24 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Thanks Elizabeth and Janet!
 
Let’s have the call on 9/11/14 (Thursday) 11:30 am CA time (8:30 am HI time).  We have the CWB
 conference room reserved (phone number 808-586-4087).  Do you want to call us or is there a
 telephone number we should call you at?
 
P.S.  Unfortunately Watson has a time conflict.  We’ll update him after the call.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Sablad, Elizabeth [mailto:Sablad.Elizabeth@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 5, 2014 11:51 AM
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Okubo, Watson T; Nunnally, Allison; Tubal, Randee; Poentis, Kris T; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Within these times and Janet’s availability, I’m only available on Thursday 9/11/14 from 11:30-1 or
 after 2pm CA time.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet 
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Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:05 PM
To: Lum, Darryl C; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  My availability noted below.  Lenora Mau of Navy called me also.  I told her to contact
 CWB (you or Alec) on status of WER provision in your regs.  When she contacted me several months
 ago, I said that I would send their package to HQ for review.  Well, it went to Charlie Delos, but he
 has now retired.  I may have to resurrect my old email and have someone else review.  Also, it’s not
 straight forward because all our WER guidance is for freshwater.  I don’t know what adjustments
 need to be made for saltwater (therefore, my forwarding to HQ for review).  We can discuss more
 when you set up the call.  Janet
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 1-2:30 CA time
 = 10-11:30 HI time.


-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 11:30-1 or after 2
 CA time = 8:30-10 or after 11 HI time.


-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:31 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet and Elizabeth,
 
We would like to request a conference call with you regarding the regional monitoring plan.  We
 want to make sure we are all on the same page.  Also, the Navy called us today regarding their site-
specific criteria petition for Pearl Harbor.  We would like to discuss this also. 
 
Please see below for possible conference call dates.  Please let me know what date or time is good



mailto:alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov

mailto:kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov





 for both of you.
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.


 
If none of these dates/times work, I will coordinate on our side and find more possible dates.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet [mailto:Hashimoto.Janet@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Roser, Sara
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  Finally had a chance to focus on this.  Had to get out a few TMDL and 303(d) list
 approvals.  Been busy because it’s getting close to the end of our FY, so things are coming in.
 
The older language in cyan sounds like the one we developed several years ago, back in my 301(h)
 days.  It was intended to capture the spirit of regional monitoring, before we had the specifics
 worked out.  I think it’s generic, but could continue to work.  However, I can see having more
 specifics might be good. 
 
In your revisions in yellow, you are trying to get more prescriptive in asking for a lot of specifics from
 the discharger.  One problem with this is that if this is intended to be in each separate NPDES
 permit, you are asking each one to come up with different monitoring programs.  The idea behind
 regional monitoring is that each permittee is a participant in the overall monitoring design and
 program that works for everyone and is designed for a waterbody.  I’m not sure that you want
 different information for a-g from each permittee.  One overall  plan for each unique waterbody (or
 population of interest) should be developed by the expected permittees/participants to regional
 monitoring.
 
Did you have your discussion with CCH yet?  If you did and they seemed to be interested and willing,
 then maybe we should just try to work with them to come up with a suggested regional plan and
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 design.  EPA is willing to assist, and we could use the national coastal monitoring survey (and
 Hawaii’s probabilistic survey) as the basis for the re-design.  We want to design something where
 we can fit the multiple purposes of our other monitoring programs in a cooperative partnership to
 serve all of our monitoring needs.  We may want to lower our regulatory hammer for this effort. 
 Would be interested in hearing CCH’s thoughts if you had discussion with them.  Let me know.
 
We can discuss further.  Also, since CCH is a member of NACWA, we may be able to foster
 cooperation by having other southern CA NACWA members that have been doing regional
 monitoring talk with CCH.  Perhaps hearing successes from other POTWs would help get this going
 again in Hawaii.  
 
Janet
 
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet,
 
Below is a rough draft of the proposed regional monitoring language for the Sand
 Island WWTP permit.  We were thinking of changing the regional monitoring so that
 the data collection can be used for future integrated report data, listing/delisting,
 future 11-54 revisions, permit assimilative capacity assessments, identification of
 pollutant sources, etc.  Our thinking was that if this works in Mamala Bay, we can
 require this in all major NPDES permits for all waterbodies.
 
Please let me know if you think this is ok or if we should stick with the existing
 language.   (Existing regional monitoring language is below in cyan highlight.)    
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
 
Proposed Language for Sand Island WWTP In Special Conditions Section
 (Language Needs to be Modified for CCH MS4 Permit)
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Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving
 water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may
 be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
 Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring
 partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled
 scientific resources of the region.  During these coordinated sampling efforts, the
 Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to
 provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated
 modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more
 comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring
 results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The
 Permittee is required to:


a.    Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
b.    Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water


 quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being
 attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.


c.    Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision,
 and accuracy.


d.    Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision unit(s)
 shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State
 water. 


e.    State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the
 decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are
 required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water.


f.     Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being
 measured.


g.    Develop the plan for obtaining data. 
h.    Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will


 participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the
 receiving waters shall be asked to participate. 


i.      Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional
 monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging
 into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government
 agencies and private entities. 


j.      Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the
 receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final
 plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation.  If an
 acceptable plan is not submitted within 2 years from the issuance date of this
 permit, DOH will provide the plan that the Permittee must implement.  DOH
 will provide this plan to the Permittee within 2.5 years from the issuance date
 of this permit.


k.    Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities
 plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional
 monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year







 to account for seasonal variation. 
l.      Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of


 the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from
 the issuance date of this permit.
 


All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.
 
 
 
Previous Regional Monitoring Language in Current Sand Island and Fort Kam
 Permits
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities
 conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional
 monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the
 region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by
 the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, Department, City and County
 of Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and
 private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its
 implementation.  
 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical
 effort as required under Part C.2 and Part C.3 of this permit, may be reallocated or
 modified to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala
 Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay.
 Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of
 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources.
 If predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent
 monitoring  variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the
 Permittee’s monitoring effort. Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified
 if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the
 impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will
 improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay. Accordingly,
 minor changes may be made without further public notice.
 
 








From: Sablad, Elizabeth
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Lum, Darryl C
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison; Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov;


 kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
Date: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:50:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Within these times and Janet’s availability, I’m only available on Thursday 9/11/14 from 11:30-1 or
 after 2pm CA time.
 
-Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Sablad
NPDES Permits Office
U.S. EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (WTR-5)
San Francisco, CA 94105
(415) 972-3044
sablad.elizabeth@epa.gov
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:05 PM
To: Lum, Darryl C; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  My availability noted below.  Lenora Mau of Navy called me also.  I told her to contact
 CWB (you or Alec) on status of WER provision in your regs.  When she contacted me several months
 ago, I said that I would send their package to HQ for review.  Well, it went to Charlie Delos, but he
 has now retired.  I may have to resurrect my old email and have someone else review.  Also, it’s not
 straight forward because all our WER guidance is for freshwater.  I don’t know what adjustments
 need to be made for saltwater (therefore, my forwarding to HQ for review).  We can discuss more
 when you set up the call.  Janet
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 1-2:30 CA time
 = 10-11:30 HI time.


-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 11:30-1 or after 2
 CA time = 8:30-10 or after 11 HI time.


-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
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Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:31 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet and Elizabeth,
 
We would like to request a conference call with you regarding the regional monitoring plan.  We
 want to make sure we are all on the same page.  Also, the Navy called us today regarding their site-
specific criteria petition for Pearl Harbor.  We would like to discuss this also. 
 
Please see below for possible conference call dates.  Please let me know what date or time is good
 for both of you.
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.


 
If none of these dates/times work, I will coordinate on our side and find more possible dates.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet [mailto:Hashimoto.Janet@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Roser, Sara
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
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Hi Darryl:  Finally had a chance to focus on this.  Had to get out a few TMDL and 303(d) list
 approvals.  Been busy because it’s getting close to the end of our FY, so things are coming in.
 
The older language in cyan sounds like the one we developed several years ago, back in my 301(h)
 days.  It was intended to capture the spirit of regional monitoring, before we had the specifics
 worked out.  I think it’s generic, but could continue to work.  However, I can see having more
 specifics might be good. 
 
In your revisions in yellow, you are trying to get more prescriptive in asking for a lot of specifics from
 the discharger.  One problem with this is that if this is intended to be in each separate NPDES
 permit, you are asking each one to come up with different monitoring programs.  The idea behind
 regional monitoring is that each permittee is a participant in the overall monitoring design and
 program that works for everyone and is designed for a waterbody.  I’m not sure that you want
 different information for a-g from each permittee.  One overall  plan for each unique waterbody (or
 population of interest) should be developed by the expected permittees/participants to regional
 monitoring.
 
Did you have your discussion with CCH yet?  If you did and they seemed to be interested and willing,
 then maybe we should just try to work with them to come up with a suggested regional plan and
 design.  EPA is willing to assist, and we could use the national coastal monitoring survey (and
 Hawaii’s probabilistic survey) as the basis for the re-design.  We want to design something where
 we can fit the multiple purposes of our other monitoring programs in a cooperative partnership to
 serve all of our monitoring needs.  We may want to lower our regulatory hammer for this effort. 
 Would be interested in hearing CCH’s thoughts if you had discussion with them.  Let me know.
 
We can discuss further.  Also, since CCH is a member of NACWA, we may be able to foster
 cooperation by having other southern CA NACWA members that have been doing regional
 monitoring talk with CCH.  Perhaps hearing successes from other POTWs would help get this going
 again in Hawaii.  
 
Janet
 
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
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Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet,
 
Below is a rough draft of the proposed regional monitoring language for the Sand
 Island WWTP permit.  We were thinking of changing the regional monitoring so that
 the data collection can be used for future integrated report data, listing/delisting,
 future 11-54 revisions, permit assimilative capacity assessments, identification of
 pollutant sources, etc.  Our thinking was that if this works in Mamala Bay, we can
 require this in all major NPDES permits for all waterbodies.
 
Please let me know if you think this is ok or if we should stick with the existing
 language.   (Existing regional monitoring language is below in cyan highlight.)    
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
 
Proposed Language for Sand Island WWTP In Special Conditions Section
 (Language Needs to be Modified for CCH MS4 Permit)
 
Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving
 water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may
 be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
 Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring
 partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled
 scientific resources of the region.  During these coordinated sampling efforts, the
 Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to
 provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated
 modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more
 comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring
 results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The
 Permittee is required to:


a.    Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
b.    Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water


 quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being
 attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.


c.    Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision,
 and accuracy.


d.    Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision unit(s)
 shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State
 water. 


e.    State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the
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 decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are
 required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water.


f.     Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being
 measured.


g.    Develop the plan for obtaining data. 
h.    Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will


 participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the
 receiving waters shall be asked to participate. 


i.      Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional
 monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging
 into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government
 agencies and private entities. 


j.      Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the
 receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final
 plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation.  If an
 acceptable plan is not submitted within 2 years from the issuance date of this
 permit, DOH will provide the plan that the Permittee must implement.  DOH
 will provide this plan to the Permittee within 2.5 years from the issuance date
 of this permit.


k.    Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities
 plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional
 monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year
 to account for seasonal variation. 


l.      Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of
 the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from
 the issuance date of this permit.
 


All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.
 
 
 
Previous Regional Monitoring Language in Current Sand Island and Fort Kam
 Permits
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities
 conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional
 monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the
 region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by
 the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, Department, City and County
 of Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and
 private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its
 implementation.  
 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical
 effort as required under Part C.2 and Part C.3 of this permit, may be reallocated or
 modified to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala
 Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay.







 Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of
 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources.
 If predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent
 monitoring  variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the
 Permittee’s monitoring effort. Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified
 if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the
 impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will
 improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay. Accordingly,
 minor changes may be made without further public notice.
 
 








From: Hashimoto, Janet
To: Lum, Darryl C; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison; Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov;


 kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
Date: Friday, September 05, 2014 2:05:24 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Hi Darryl:  My availability noted below.  Lenora Mau of Navy called me also.  I told her to contact
 CWB (you or Alec) on status of WER provision in your regs.  When she contacted me several months
 ago, I said that I would send their package to HQ for review.  Well, it went to Charlie Delos, but he
 has now retired.  I may have to resurrect my old email and have someone else review.  Also, it’s not
 straight forward because all our WER guidance is for freshwater.  I don’t know what adjustments
 need to be made for saltwater (therefore, my forwarding to HQ for review).  We can discuss more
 when you set up the call.  Janet
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 1-2:30 CA time
 = 10-11:30 HI time.


-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet OK 11:30-1 or after 2
 CA time = 8:30-10 or after 11 HI time.


-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time. – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time – Janet on vacation in NM;
 returning October 6.


 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, September 05, 2014 1:31 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet; Sablad, Elizabeth
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov; watson.okubo@doh.hawaii.gov; Nunnally, Allison;
 Randee.Tubal@doh.hawaii.gov; kris.poentis@doh.hawaii.gov; Migita, Reef A
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet and Elizabeth,
 
We would like to request a conference call with you regarding the regional monitoring plan.  We
 want to make sure we are all on the same page.  Also, the Navy called us today regarding their site-
specific criteria petition for Pearl Harbor.  We would like to discuss this also. 
 
Please see below for possible conference call dates.  Please let me know what date or time is good
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 for both of you.
 


-          9/10/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/11/14 (Thursday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/23/14 (Tuesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.
-          9/24/14 (Wednesday), anytime between 8 am to 11 am HI time.


 
If none of these dates/times work, I will coordinate on our side and find more possible dates.
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
Darryl Lum
Clean Water Branch
State of Hawaii Department of Health
Phone: (808) 586-4309
Fax: (808) 586-4352 
 
Notice: This information and attachments are intended only for the use of the individual(s) or entity to which it is addressed, and may
 contain information that is privileged and/or confidential.  If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any dissemination,
 distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited and may be punishable under state and federal law.  If you have
 received this communication and/or attachments in error, please notify the sender via e-mail immediately and destroy all electronic and
 paper copies.
 


From: Hashimoto, Janet [mailto:Hashimoto.Janet@epa.gov] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Lum, Darryl C
Cc: Wong, Alec Y; Roser, Sara
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Darryl:  Finally had a chance to focus on this.  Had to get out a few TMDL and 303(d) list
 approvals.  Been busy because it’s getting close to the end of our FY, so things are coming in.
 
The older language in cyan sounds like the one we developed several years ago, back in my 301(h)
 days.  It was intended to capture the spirit of regional monitoring, before we had the specifics
 worked out.  I think it’s generic, but could continue to work.  However, I can see having more
 specifics might be good. 
 
In your revisions in yellow, you are trying to get more prescriptive in asking for a lot of specifics from
 the discharger.  One problem with this is that if this is intended to be in each separate NPDES
 permit, you are asking each one to come up with different monitoring programs.  The idea behind
 regional monitoring is that each permittee is a participant in the overall monitoring design and
 program that works for everyone and is designed for a waterbody.  I’m not sure that you want
 different information for a-g from each permittee.  One overall  plan for each unique waterbody (or
 population of interest) should be developed by the expected permittees/participants to regional
 monitoring.
 
Did you have your discussion with CCH yet?  If you did and they seemed to be interested and willing,
 then maybe we should just try to work with them to come up with a suggested regional plan and
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 design.  EPA is willing to assist, and we could use the national coastal monitoring survey (and
 Hawaii’s probabilistic survey) as the basis for the re-design.  We want to design something where
 we can fit the multiple purposes of our other monitoring programs in a cooperative partnership to
 serve all of our monitoring needs.  We may want to lower our regulatory hammer for this effort. 
 Would be interested in hearing CCH’s thoughts if you had discussion with them.  Let me know.
 
We can discuss further.  Also, since CCH is a member of NACWA, we may be able to foster
 cooperation by having other southern CA NACWA members that have been doing regional
 monitoring talk with CCH.  Perhaps hearing successes from other POTWs would help get this going
 again in Hawaii.  
 
Janet
 
 


Janet Y. Hashimoto
Manager, Standards & TMDL Office
US EPA Region 9
75 Hawthorne Street (WTR-2)
San Francisco, CA  94105-3901
(415) 972-3452
 


From: Lum, Darryl C [mailto:darryl.lum@doh.hawaii.gov] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 2:20 PM
To: Hashimoto, Janet
Cc: alec.wong@doh.hawaii.gov
Subject: RE: Regional Monitoring Language in SIWWTP and CCH MS4
 
Hi Janet,
 
Below is a rough draft of the proposed regional monitoring language for the Sand
 Island WWTP permit.  We were thinking of changing the regional monitoring so that
 the data collection can be used for future integrated report data, listing/delisting,
 future 11-54 revisions, permit assimilative capacity assessments, identification of
 pollutant sources, etc.  Our thinking was that if this works in Mamala Bay, we can
 require this in all major NPDES permits for all waterbodies.
 
Please let me know if you think this is ok or if we should stick with the existing
 language.   (Existing regional monitoring language is below in cyan highlight.)    
 
Thanks,
Darryl
 
 
Proposed Language for Sand Island WWTP In Special Conditions Section
 (Language Needs to be Modified for CCH MS4 Permit)
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Regional Monitoring Activities Coordination and Implementation
 
The intent of regional monitoring activities is to assess whether the entire receiving
 water body meets Water Quality Standards and to determine any sources that may
 be causing or contributing to a non-compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
 Regional monitoring activities are meant to maximize the efforts of all monitoring
 partners using a more cost-effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled
 scientific resources of the region.  During these coordinated sampling efforts, the
 Permittee's receiving water sampling and analytical effort will be reallocated to
 provide a regional assessment of the impact of the discharge. Anticipated
 modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to provide a more
 comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of monitoring
 results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollution sources.  The
 Permittee is required to:


a.    Identify the designated uses and existing uses of the receiving water.
b.    Identify the issue(s) or condition(s) that will help them to determine if the water


 quality required to meet the designated uses of the receiving water are being
 attained and the sources that may be contributing to a lack of attainment.


c.    Specify the parameters that will be measured, detection limits, action levels,
 instruments/measuring devices, references, calibration procedures, precision,
 and accuracy.


d.    Identify the spatial and temporal boundaries of the study.  The decision unit(s)
 shall include the entire water column throughout the entire receiving State
 water. 


e.    State the decision rules that incorporate the parameters of interest, the
 decision units, and the action levels.  At a minimum, decision units are
 required at all conceivable inputs into the receiving water.


f.     Specify the performance or acceptance criteria for all parameters being
 measured.


g.    Develop the plan for obtaining data. 
h.    Identify all organizations, stakeholders, and interested parties that will


 participate in this study.  All Major NPDES Permit holders discharging into the
 receiving waters shall be asked to participate. 


i.      Coordinate, organize, and facilitate the implementation of the regional
 monitoring activities with all Major NPDES Permit holders that are discharging
 into their receiving waters, EPA, DOH, and other participating government
 agencies and private entities. 


j.      Develop and submit to DOH the detailed plan for regional monitoring in the
 receiving waters within 2 years from the issuance date of this permit.  The final
 plan must be acceptable to EPA and DOH prior to its implementation.  If an
 acceptable plan is not submitted within 2 years from the issuance date of this
 permit, DOH will provide the plan that the Permittee must implement.  DOH
 will provide this plan to the Permittee within 2.5 years from the issuance date
 of this permit.


k.    Initiate implementation of the EPA/DOH accepted regional monitoring activities
 plan within 2.75 years from the issuance date of this permit.  Regional
 monitoring activities and data collection must be performed for at least 1 year







 to account for seasonal variation. 
l.      Complete and submit a final regional monitoring activities report detailing all of


 the requirements, findings, and conclusions to the DOH within 4.5 years from
 the issuance date of this permit.
 


All components of the regional monitoring activities are subject to DOH and EPA
 acceptance.
 
 
 
Previous Regional Monitoring Language in Current Sand Island and Fort Kam
 Permits
As directed by DOH, the Permittee shall participate in regional monitoring activities
 conducted in the Mamala Bay during the term of this permit. The intent of regional
 monitoring activities is to maximize the efforts of all monitoring partners using a cost-
effective monitoring design and to best utilize the pooled scientific resources of the
 region. The detailed plan for regional monitoring in Mamala Bay shall be designed by
 the regional dischargers, in conjunction with the EPA, Department, City and County
 of Honolulu, and as much as possible, other participating government agencies and
 private entities. The final monitoring plan must be approved by DOH prior to its
 implementation.  
 
During these coordinated monitoring efforts, the Permittee’s sampling and analytical
 effort as required under Part C.2 and Part C.3 of this permit, may be reallocated or
 modified to provide a regional characterization of the water quality within Mamala
 Bay and evaluate the impact of wastewater discharges to the Mamala Bay.
 Anticipated modifications to the monitoring program will be coordinated so as to
 provide a comprehensive picture of the ecological and statistical significance of
 monitoring results and to determine cumulative impacts of various pollutant sources.
 If predictable relationships among the biological, water quality and effluent
 monitoring  variables can be demonstrated, it may be appropriate to decrease the
 Permittee’s monitoring effort. Conversely, the monitoring program may be intensified
 if determined necessary to fully characterize the receiving water and evaluate the
 impacts of wastewater on the receiving water. Changes made under this section will
 improve the overall effectiveness of monitoring in the Mamala Bay. Accordingly,
 minor changes may be made without further public notice.
 
 







